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INTRODUCTION
The increase in the number of new single-family homes, associated 
with the spread of urban development around an urban center, has long
*>C
been of interest to both geographers and students of urban growth • The 
geographer’s concern arises because new housing promotes urban sprawl* 
Inefficiences in the provision of public services, notably in the develop 
ment of secondary streets and highways within the study area'*' , have
Some of the best treatments of urban sprawl in relation to housing 
include: Chapin, F.S. and S.F. Weiss, (Editors), Urban Growth Dynamics.
1962, New York, Wiley; Johnston, Ronald John, Urban Residential Patterns: 
An Introductory Review r 1972, New York, Praeger; Milgram, Grace, The Citv 
Expands» 1967, Philadelphia, Institute For Environmental Studies, Univer­
sity of Pennsylvania; Gruen, Nina Jaffe and Claude Gruen, Low and Moderate 
Income Housing In The Suburbs; An Analysis For The Davton* Ohio Region*, 
1972-, New York, Praeger; Smith, Wallace Frances, Housing: The Social and
Economic Elements« 1970, Chicago, University of Chicago Press; Hoyt, Homer, 
The Structure and Growth of Residential Neighborhoods in American Cities* 
1939, Washington, D.C., Federial Housing Administration; and Kistoff, F.S., 
’Urban Housing Needs Through the 1980’s: An Analysis and Project”, 1968, 
Research Report No* 10, Washington D.C., The National Commission on Urban
Problems.
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Among the public service problems is the task of providing adequate 
streets* This was a specific point made by Marvin J. Schmidt of the Sarpy 
County Permits and Inspections Department*
2created irregularities in the spatial pattern around a city (Bourne, 1967, 
1)• The expansion of new housing into suburban areas has also been as­
sociated with a trend in rising prices of housing most distant from the 
central city (Smith, 1970, U71)© In spite of the importance of such an 
effort, few geographers have devoted much attention to the study of the 
extent or increase of new single-family housing within part of an-urban­
ized area, or even to the exploration of the operation of the housing 
market (Chapin and Weiss, 1962, hk6).
The primary concern of this thesis is a normative study of the in­
crease and 'significance of new residential housing over a twelve year 
period (i960 through 1971)> in a rapidly growing section of the Omaha, 
Nebraska-Iowa SMSA (Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area)• The study 
will attempt to trace the urban transformation of a predominantly rural 
area, which lies adjacent to the south city limits of Omaha, into an 
urbanized area.
Preliminary to the examination of the development in the study area, 
the following auxiliary materials are included to illustrate the develop­
ment of residential land use. A survey is presented to show the changes 
in land use brought about by the transformation from a rural orientation 
to an urban one. The specific kinds of developments in the Sarpy County 
area are also listed. A transitional history of the changes in land and 
environmental characteristics brought about by the development is also 
traced. The paper also reports on the rise in house prices throughout 
the study period, by geographical location.
In addition to the above examinations, a census block study of two 
age groups as a percentage of the total population, plus the percentage
3of the total Negro population will be correlated with the average value 
of owner-occupied single-family housing. The study describes, analyzes, 
and evaluates residential housing in Sarpy County, Nebraska, as exempli­
fied by selected single-family housing. It is concerned with determining 
the distribution from the geographic viewpoint, the spatial distribution 
of increased single-family housing through time. The work also seeks to 
identify some of the problems which affect residential housing in Sarpy 
County.
The concluding observations discuss a broad concept derived from the 
research which systematizes the many analytical observations of the study. 
Although too general to function as a satisfactory hypothesis for testing, 
it should serve as an adequate starting point for framing a specific, 
hypothesis to direct future studies. Because both theory and knowledge 
are limited in the field and area treated, any attempt at directing the 
work by use of a specific hypothesis would have been of limited utility 
and might have overstructured the work.
It is hoped that this study will help to evaluate the function of 
residential housing as a growth determinant in overall urban growth pat­
terns of Sarpy County. Although it is by no means claimed that the Sarpy 
County distributions are typical of all other counties in SMSA's the in­
formation available indicates many striking similarities in other SMSA’s 
where counties of a rural nature adjoin the central city county. Further­
more, through the examination of the distribution of single-family housing 
in Sarpy County, it may be possible to derive some insights that can be 
applied to the process of the distribution itself.
Residential housing has, in the past, occupied a secondary position
hin geographic studies of urban growth. More recently, geographers such 
as J.S. Adams* study in the Annals of the AAG in 1970, have begun con­
tributing to examinations- of this nature. Residential housing has been 
of moderate significance in studies of urban growth, especially Winger’s 
study published in the Journal of Regional Science in 1971. However, 
Winger, like Adams, uses gross data from many cities to conclude that, 
generally, residential housing does play an important role in urban growth. 
While residential is, obviously, a major stimulus which generates growth 
in our cities, it is often cited as a propulsive component of urban growth. 
This study, like Milgram's study (Milgram, 1967), will attempt to show 
that residential housing is an important measure of urban growth in a 
sector of a single SMSA.
One major problem in an analysis of single-family housing studies 
through time is that the number of new housing starts is subject of fluc­
tuations from year to year. It is hoped that this cyclic behavior may be 
or can become an important growth factor in its own right. The spatial 
change, through time, in the number of new housing units constructed, is 
the basis for the geographic analysis in the study area. Therefore, the 
question arises: what is the impact of residential housing on the Sarpy
County Urbanized Area?
The question is a difficult one to answer. In order to formulate an 
answer, a framework made up of geographic and demographic principles is 
used in making an analysis of residential housing in Sarpy County. The 
purpose of the paper in toto. then, is an exploration of the spatial, and 
theoretical relationships of residential housing in Sarpy County, Nebraska. 
In the section immediately following, an examination is made of residential
5housing in the study area in its spatial, demographic, and theoretical 
aspects. In the next section, three criteria are examined: the per­
centage of the total population under eighteen years of age, the per­
centage of the total population sixty-two years and over, and the per­
centage of the total Negro population; and the above three criteria are 
then correlated with the average value of owner-occupied housing0 All 
of the above criteria were based on block data gathered for the 1970 
Census of Housing for the Omaha* Urbanized Area. The examination attempts 
to analyze - the three groups of the population in relation to. the average 
value of their homes0 In the final section, the preceding findings are 
interpreted with consideration given to future implications to 1990*
The Composition of the Study Area
The study area selected is in Sarpy County, Nebraska; the fastest 
growing county, in terms of population percentage growth, of a three- 
county SMSA. In I960, Sarpy County had a population of 31*281 (U.S. Cen­
sus of Population; I960), and in 1970, a population of 66,200 representing 
an increase of lOiuO percent over I960 (U.S. Census of Population, 1970). 
The rapid increase in.population, coupled with the addition of 9,7U7 
living units (U.S. Census of Housing, 1970) in the last ten years led to 
the choice of Sarpy County as the study area. Although all of Sarpy 
County was studied, only a fifty-five square mile area in northwestern 
Sarpy County (Figure 1, page 6) was studied in detail. This sector was
selected because 95 percent of all building activity in the county occur-
\
. 2
red within this area .
2Through the examination of building permit data from Unincorporated 
Sarpy County, Bellevue, La Vista, and Papillion, I960 through 1971.
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Figure 1
7Sarpy County affords an opportunity for the geographer to study the 
effects of residential housing as an urban growth factor in an metro­
politan area of the Midwest. By studying the expansion of residential 
housing in this part of the.Omaha urbanized area, it may be possible to 
gauge housing as a growth factor to the entire metropolitan area. Sarpy 
County was part of less-than-one percent of all counties in the United 
States to double in population during the 1960’s (U.S. Census of Housing, 
1970).
Research Methods of the Study
The primary research method used in this study is a combination of 
the normative and historical methods. Therefore, this study is an his­
torical-normative study of residential housing in Sarpy County. As such, 
it is possible to describe the historical (i960 through 1971) build-up 
of,residential housing in Sarpy County. An .analysis of building permit 
data can establish past spatial distributions of housing and compare 
their areal associations through time. The normative research method 
involves observation of residential housing, evaluation of the present 
distribution of housing, and establishment of constant relationships or 
norms typical of housing in Sarpy County, now and in the recent past.
From these relationships, prediction beconet possible*
"Frequently, geographic norms take the form of a dependent 
variable 'Y‘ varying proportionately with an indepentent vari­
able fX r. From such a relationship, laws based upon these 
norms may be formulated and their predictable variation may 
be treated." (Haring and Lounsbery,,1971* 3)*
The statistical methods employed by this study include many of the 
quantitative procedures found in Cole and King’s Quantitative Geography. 
(1969, 16 U - 226). In addition to Cole and King, the author has relied
8on- H. Arkin and Collon’s Statistical Methods. (1970* H  - 20); and F.D. 
Croxton and D.J. Cowden’s Applied General Statistics, (191*9, 205 - 235)* 
Demographic processes, dr the systematic analysis of population 
phenomena, denote a subject matter that impinges on everyday life in a 
variety of ways. The first reason, then, for studying the demographic 
processes, is to obtain an appreciably better understanding of the com­
position of the population of Sarpy County. Supplementing this most gen­
eral reason for studying population is a second, more specific, one that 
applies particularly in the analysis of residential housing in Sarpy 
County by using three criteria to help ascertain the population distribu­
tion to housing distributionc The population growth of Sarpy County can 
be analyzed by many methods. The method used to show the rapid increase 
utilized a comparison of the population pyramids for I960 and 1970. This 
method shows the increase in population by comparing four-year age groups, 
and is discussed in greater detail in the third section of the paper.
Other methods for showing the population growth were of limited value 
‘because the I960 Census data for census tracts and blocks either is missing 
or has changed in such a manner as to make the I960 data meaningless for 
purposes of comparison with the 1970 census data. Therefore, it was im­
possible to make use of Michael R.C. Coulson*s nAge Structure Index” for 
the Sarpy Co'unty study area (Coulson, 1968, 155 - 176). In 1970, there 
were seven census tracts within Sarpy County, and five of these were within 
the study area. The I960 Census of Housing and Population did not break 
up Sarpy County into census blocks. As a result, only the 1970 Census of 
Housing was used to show the contrast between census blocks for the three 
variables. The total population of each of the five census tracts, made
9up of census blocks* was then averaged and compared in an attempt to 
analyze the population and housing characteristics. An attempt is made 
to show the importance of population growth relative to the expansion of 
residential housing in the Sarpy County Urbanized Area.
Sources of Data
Sarpy County is a fortunate choice for a study of this scope, in 
comparison with many other counties, in that there is available a broad 
range of statistical data relating to population and housing. Therefore, 
it appears possible to build on already existing relevant quantitative 
information to develop statistical data necessary to complete this study.
The problem of data collection within Sarpy County has made it clear 
why few geographic studies of residential housing in smaller tracts within 
a county have been undertaken. Simply obtaining the raw data about new 
housing construction from building permits from the various political 
jurisdictions is a long, tedious and complex operation. Without this 
effort it would not have been possible to obtain the locational identi­
fication of new housing starts. The location of each new housing unit 
can only be obtained through the examination of the building permit 
records of Sarpy County.
The examination of trends in residential construction undertaken in
this study is based upon a constructional history of over 6000 single-fam-
3ily houses built within a twelve-year period (i960 through 1971) . Only 
housing listed as lived in the year around was included in the study.
Thus-seasonal housing is excluded. Residential housing in addition to
. 3
Housing built before January 1, I960, was excluded from the study 
because data on its exact location were lacking.
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single-family housing also includes two-family (duplex) units and multi­
family (apartment) units. These two classes of living units are discus­
sed in the next section of this paper. The major emphasis of the paper 
is on describing the spatial distribution of single-family housing. The 
inclusion of duplex and apartment units is an attempt to show the declin­
ing influence of the former, and the growth of the latter within the study 
area.
The constructional history of over 6000 new single-family housing 
units was then studied, and the data subsequently derived. The history 
of each housing unit included its location (site), year of construction, 
and the building permit cost figure (constructional cost). This process 
was continued for each year (i960 through 1971)> until data from all 6000 
housing units were obtained.
With the assistance of Mr. Lee C. Bush and Mr. Charles R. Gilder- 
sleeve, both of the Geography Department at the University of Nebraska at 
Omaha, it was possible to make a twenty percent purely random sample of 
these building permits. From this twenty percent sample of the twelve 
years (i960 - 1971)3 and from two sets of airphotos (l959 and 1971)> it 
was possible to computer map (SYMAP) fourteen time periods. The informa­
tion derived from this sample closely approximates the parameter as
It-shown by airphotos • The information on building permits was obtained 
from the Permits and Inspections Departments of the political sub-divi­
sions of Sarpy County.
The source of the two sets of airphotos, the base data, was the Sarpy 
County Soil and Conservation District Office at Papillion, Nebraska.
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THE HISTORY AND DISTRIBUTION 
OF RESIDENTIAL HOUSING IN 
SARPY COUNTY
The principal objective of this section is to analyze historically 
and to describe the development and the distribution of residential 
housing in Sarpy County, Nebraska, over the twelve year period of I960 to 
1971, inclusive. In order to clarify the reasons behind the history and 
distribution of single-family homes in the study area is is desirable to 
include a limited amount of behavioral theory relative to the increase in 
residential housing in Sarpy County. Because of the relative confusion 
in the residential housing field over the choice of variables and param­
eters, and because of the sketchiness of the tabular data on parameters, 
it also appears desirable to discuss, briefly, some of the simpler measure­
ment techniques that can be used by the geographer for checking the pro­
perties of'this phenomenono
Review of the wide variety of analytic techniques applied to resi­
dential housing in articles, papers, and textbooks, however, reveals that 
the subject of residential housing development contains many contradict 
tions. It is for this reason that an effort must be made to establish a 
single, consistant'system .to explain the rapid growth of housing in.Sarpy 
County. Such a system can be useful to the practical geographer, for it 
makes unnecessary the dependence upon alternative and/or esoteric methods 
that, because of their built-in inconsistency, may be of limited applica­
bility.
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The method of analyzing residential housing growth employed in this 
paper has other important advantages that may not be immediately obvious.
For example, the characteristics of housing can be analyzed by the method 
that will be described herein in such a manner that a considerable amount 
of the experimental test time usually required becomes unnecessary. As 
a consequence, the reliability of the data obtained is such that appreciably 
less coordination time may be required to obtain a unified operation of the 
complete single-family housing system of the Sarpy County Urbanized Area.
The method employed involves a seven step format. Each step must be com­
pleted before going on to the next step.
1. The parameter was the collection of all single-family building 
permits issued in the study area during the twelve-year per­
iod I960 through 1971* inclusive. This collection included 
6,090 building permits or units. These building permits are 
divided into political sub-divisions by annual totals.
2. A twenty percent random sample of the above parameter was con­
ducted so that every single-family building permit or unit had 
an equal chance of being considered. The total number of 
building permits studied was reduced to 1,218.
3. Forty-four separate twenty percent random samples were taken
within the study area. Twelve samples in Unincorporated Sarpy 
County, twelve in Bellevue* ten in La Vista., and ten in Papil­
lion. Only one random sample was taken per political sub-divi­
sion per calendar year where data was available.
U.p After completing the forty-four separate twenty percent random 
samples of single-family building permits by place* the study 
area was divided into 215 sub-sections consisting of approxi­
mately 160 acres each
5. Each sample data units (1 of 1,218) was then spatially placed
into one of the 215 sub-sections of the study area by time 
period. This process was continued until all sample units were 
spatially placed.
6. When all the single-family building permit data of the forty
four samples were located, the number of units in each sub-section
was then multiplied by five (5 x 20$ 53 100$) to approximate the 
parameter for one place during one year.
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7. The data generated by this method was then checked for accuracy 
by counting the number of single-family housing units (field 
check) within each of the sub-sections (160 acre areas) by using 
airphotos of the study area. The two sets of airphotos (August, 
1959 series, and July, 1971 series) then comprise the control 
data •
Because of the breadth of coverage of the material in this paper, it, 
of necessity must build to a considerable extent on other documents and 
data. For this reason, an extensive list of bibliographical references is 
included. References to particularly important papers include a brief 
synopsis of the content. Two general references that might be noted sep­
arately are The Cltv Expands. by Grace Milgram (a study of the conversion 
of land from rural to urban use in Philadelphia, 19U5 " 1962); and The 
Suburban Apartment Boom, by Max Neutze (a case study of a land use problem 
in the suburbs). These references demonstrated some of the more fundamental 
procedures for analysis of residential housing growth in greater detail 
than they can be recounted here. The first gives considerable detailed in­
formation on the application of techniques similar to those the author.will 
use in this study of Sarpy County, Nebraska. The Milgram study has served 
as a model, and shows how the use of housing data can enhance the relia­
bility and efficiency of the present study.
Before discussing the distributional history and other associated 
spatial problems of residential housing in Sarpy County, it will be neces­
sary to develop some theory to help in a logical exploration of the res­
idential development process.
THE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
Grace Milgram provides one of the best short explantions among those 
recently offered of the residential development process. Her observations 
and the process for analysis that she has developed from them are generally
Ik
valid wherever the geographical location of a site under study* Milgram 
states that:
"The process of development is by no means a simple one. It 
lies mainly in the hands of private developers, subject to 
municipal land use and building controls as well as the timing of 
installation of public facilities* It requires judgment on the 
part of the developer of the marketability of the structure which 
he proposes to build, at the cost at which he is prepared to offer 
it for sale or rent. This must be based on prior decisions of the 
size and direction of population flows, the types of community 
facilities that are needed and the likelihood of their being avail­
able if they are not already installed, and the economic conditions 
likely to.prevail when construction is completed. He must be able 
to shepherd the site and construction plans through the long process 
of their being drawn and of obtaining subdivision approval and con­
struction permits. He must negotiate the land purchase, the fin­
ancing of both land purchase and construction and possibly the com­
mitments for mortgages for home purchasers. He must be able to 
coordinate the necessary legal and financial arrangements with the 
physical construction, and the myriad of suppliers, workers, and 
sub-contractors in the actual physical improvement of the land and 
erection of buildings. He must translate all these into money 
costs and judge what he can pay for land if he is to make a pro­
fit. And then he must find suitable land, in a desirable location, 
at the proper price.
Those undertaking this effort usually concentrate in particular 
types of construction, that is, residences, usually at a relatively 
narrow price range, commerical centers, or industrial plants, 
though some developers may engage in more than one type of building.
The range in the amount of construction any one builder undertakes . 
during a year is great, and the number of builders and the quantity 
of construction in a particular area also varies widely from year 
to year. When population and economic forces reach a certain stage, 
v a particular part of a metropolitan area becomes attractive to many 
developers, and is then considered ’ripe1 for development". (Milgram, 
1967, 2)
Northeastern Sarpy County clearly was at this stage in .1960.
The major part of residential construction took place within the north­
eastern Sarpy County study areac In 1959, its 55 square mile area con­
tained 7,780 single-family residential units (I960 Census of Housing). By 
1970,' this number had more than doubled to 16,810 (1970 Census of Housing). 
The Sarpy County Urbanized Area comprises 18.8 percent of the total land 
area of Sarpy County, and approximately 95 percent of all building activity
15
occurred within this 55 square mile section of the county (Building permit 
data from Sarpy County). It was for this reason that the present study 
concentrates on this area.
Sarpy County encompasses 152,320 acres, or 239 square miles of land 
area (1961 Census of Agriculture). A summary of the land uses of Sarpy 
County was made in 1967, by the Sarpy County Soil and Water Conservation 
District, P.O. Box 26, Papillion, Nebraskao The method employed by the 
Soil and Water Conservation District was a statistical sampling procedure 
where random points were located on selected land areas. The land use was 
determined by technicians through field inspections of all random points. 
The sample covered approximately four percent of the land area in Sarpy 
County. The following table shox^ s the kinds of land use for Sarpy County 
in 1967.
THE LAND
TABLE I
LAND USE OF SARPY COUNTY
Agricultural land Uses 
Non-irrigated cropland 
Irrigated cropland 
. Range (native grasses) 
Pasture (introduced grasses) 
Forest and Woodland 
Other land
Total acres
101,hl6 
■ 2,000 
1,131
10,07U 
lk,716
_ 6 ^  7.82 
136,155
Non-A.gricultural land, uses 
Federal non-cropland 
Urban and built-up areas, roads, etc 
Water areas
2,955
11,560
1.650
16,165
Sarpy County total land area 152,320
Source: Summary of Land Use of Sarpy County, 1967, page 2
16
The land surface of the study area is a gently rolling loess plain. 
The loess provides excellent footings for foundations, as well as excellent 
soil; therefore, the subsurface stratigraphy of the area need not be dis­
cussed. The study area's mean elevation above sea level varies from just 
under 1000 feet near the Missouri River to just over 12Q0 feet between 
the streams that drain the area. The area is dissected by wide alluvial 
valleys of the Big Papillion Creek, which divides the study area roughly 
in half east to west; and the Papillion Creek, which roughly divides the 
area in half north and south. Along the eastern boundary of the study 
area is the alluvial valley of the Missouri River. Each of these three 
alluvial valleys is about one mile across. Since the stream valleys are 
so wide, and because they are subject of flooding during heavy rains, 
these stream valleys provide physical obstacles to the construction of 
residential housing. Figure 2, page 17, shows the location of these 
stream valleys by a series of dashed lines.
THE STUDY AREA IN 1959
Sarpy County consists of the cities of Bellevue, La Vista, and Papil­
lion; and the towns of Gretna and Springfield. In I960, the county had a 
population of 31,281 persons (I960 Census of Population), at an average 
overall density of .20 persons per acre; and within the study area, an 
average density of 1.25 persons per acre. Only 13.17 percent (Sarpy County 
Soil and Water Conservation District sample) of the land area of the entire 
county, inclusive of major parks and the military reserve at Offutt Air 
Force Base, was in urban or related land uses. The proportion of urban­
ized land, like population density, varied considerably among the cities 
and towns of the study area. Bellevue had Uli.8 percent in urban use in
17
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1959; La Vista did not even exist, and 61.3 percent of the land in Papil- 
lion was considered to be in urban land uses. The densities and percent­
ages quoted above were determined from overlaying the city limits of the 
two cities on 1959 airphotos.
Although the city of Omaha, like many other major cities across the 
United States, gained in population from 1950 to 1970, the metropolitan 
area outside the corporate limits of Omaha has grown even more rapidly in 
population during the same period, and the density of development sur­
rounding it has spread farther from the city (1970 Census of Population). 
An illustration of this change can be seen in the population growth be­
tween the cities and'towns of Sarpy County in the following table.
TABLE II 
SARPY COUNTY POPULATION TOTALS
195° I960 1970 i chanee 1960
County Population 15,693 31,281 66,200 101+.0
Bellevue 3,858 8,831 21,953 120.6
Gretna 1+38 71+5 1,557 109.0
La Vista N/A N/A l+,8°7 N/A
Papillion 1,031+ 2,235 5,606 150.8
Springfield 377 506 795 57.1
N/A - Not Available
Source: I960 and 1970 Census of Population, Nebraska
This growth is expected to continue0 It is estimated that, by the 
year 1990, the population of Sarpy County will almost triple to 177,515 
(Zipay and Maw, 1971), with a 75 percent increase in land in urban use, 
and an average'-density rising to 1.16 persons per acre or 7^2.7U persons 
per square mile. Even so, only about 20 percent of the land in Sarpy
19
County is expected to be in urban use at that time. Within the towns'and 
cities* and in the more.densely settled quarter-sections relatively close 
to the cities or towns, it is expected that twenty-five to thirty percent 
of the land area will be in open land uses (Schmidt, 1971)•
Northeastern Sarpy County, the subject of this case study, lies in a 
sector of high post-World War II development. The study area was defined 
to include all of northeastern Sarpy County, five miles south of the Sarpy- 
Douglas County line as the southern boundary, west from the center line of 
the Missouri River approximately eleven miles to 108th Street (projected), 
then north to the Sarpy-Douglas County line as is shown by Figure 3, page
20. The study area roughly rectangular in shape is eleven miles long by 
five miles wide, and contains approximately fifty-five square miles or 
35,200 acres, including the peninsula-like portion in the extreme north­
eastern section of the study .area. This peninsular area (actually a park) 
is included on the map for completeness, but it is not included in the 
urbanized area because of its non-urban land uses.
The starting date for the study was chosen for two reasons:
1. 1959 was the year in which Sarpy County became zoned, and thus,
the first year for which zoning information is available, and,
2* 1959-is the first year, for which a complete set of airphotos
of the study area is available for inspection and analysis.
The concluding year for the study is 1971, because that is the last year 
for which full building permit data are available and it is also the year 
in which the most recent complete airphotos were taken. Within this per­
iod, over half of the houses now existing were built in the county (1970 
Census of Housing). Prior to 1959, data are incomplete or unavailable 
and it is not possible to gather the statistical data 'relating to housing.
20
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Data are also fragmented in the early 1960’s with regard to building per­
mits in Papillion and La Vista.
THE STREET SYSTEM
The study area: is serviced by four major arterial highways. United 
States route 73 & 75 is in the eastern part of the area* Nebraska State 
highway 370, an east-west route, serves the lower third of the study area. 
Nebraska State highway 85 connects highway 370 to Ralston in Douglas 
County. The fourth arterial highway is Harrison Street, located as the 
Douglas-Sarpy County line. These four arterial streets for a rectangle 
connecting the major cities of the study area. U.S. 73 & 75 connect 
Bellevue to Omaha and points to the south. State route 370 connects 
Bellevue to Papillion, and this route continues westward, ending at Gretna. 
State route 85 connects Papillion and La Vista to Raiston„
Secondary streets and highways can be divided into two classes, metaled 
and unmetaled. As a general rule, metaled (paved) streets are found only 
within the coporate limits of the communities and in proximity to the four
•arterial highways, or in built-up areas. As such, these metaled or paved
" fstreets, determine the amount and the direction of new residential housing 
in the study area. "Paved streets are in direct proportion to built-up 
areas" (Schmidt, 1971)• From viewing the study area and from interviews 
with individuals in. the county, it may be concluded that the growth in res­
idential housing, a measure of population growth, is directly correlated to 
-paved streets.'
The paving, or hard surfacing of streets, occurs when the city decides 
to improve or extend a street, or when a developer opens a new housing pro­
ject. When the developer builds the streets he usually deeds them to the
22
city or county for upkeep when most of his houses or lots have been sold. 
The families buying the houses pay for the streets when they buy the 
houses. Since families need access to metaled streets, and the cost of 
building streets is expensive, the housing project tends to be located in 
proximity to existing hard surfaced streets. Two such examples appear 
relevant:
1. Seventy-second Street in La Vista south of Harrison Street 
is a four-lane concrete street through the city of La Vista.
When Seventy-second Street crosses the southern corporate 
limits of La Vista, Seventy-second Street becomes a gravel­
ed road.
.2. In Papillion, Sixth Street, within the city, is an asphalted 
two-lane street. Along this street at the eastern corporate 
limits the asphalted street turns into a graveled road with 
little improvement except a yearly grading.
These occurrences are typical in all parts of the study area. The lack
of hard surfaced streets and. county roads along section lines throughout
the study area appears to have lessened the ”leap-frogging" of residential
housing projects so typical of other metropolitan areas.
Since new residential housing projects are adjacent to existing de­
velopments and have access to paved streets, the continued development of 
new housing projects will continue to be developed along these routes or 
extensions of these routes as new housing units are built. As new routes 
are built, such as State route 370 was in the early 1960's, housing pro­
jects will tend to line these highways and streets, with open and agricul­
tural land uses located away from these routes. This trend is:evident in 
Figure 1*, page 23, which shows the streets and highways in the study'area 
as of mid-1971.
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE STUDY AREA, I960 TO 1971
Sarpy County shared fully in the general growth of the Omaha metro­
politan area. In I960, it housed 31,281 persons in 7*780 dwelling units 
(I960 Census of Housing)0 By 1970, both population and housing units had 
more than doubled, to 66,200 and 16,507 respectively (General Demographic 
Trends for Metropolitan Areas, I960 to 1970). The population of the SMSA 
in the same period increased from 37U>771 to U53,l5l persons (1970 Census 
of Population), and its households from lU3,662 to 17U,773 (General Demo­
graphic Trends for Metro. Areas, I960 to 1970). Thus, about liw6 percent 
of the SMSAfs growth in population, and 9.,b-percent of its increase in 
housing units, took place within Sarpy County, although the county con­
tains just slightly over 15 percent of the SMSA's total land area.
Single-family building permits for Sarpy County show that the develop­
ment within each of the political sub-divisions varied over time period 
studied. Figure 5, Page 25, shows the actual number of single-family 
building permits issued for each year in Unincorporated Sarpy County and 
the city of Bellevue. Figure 6, page 26, shows the actual number of 
single-family building permits issued in the cities of La Vista, Papillion, 
and the town of Springfield. In Unincorporated Sarpy County, that area 
outside the zoning limits of other communities, the peak in building permits 
occurred in 1961, with 688 single-family permits issued. The number of . 
permits declined generally thereafter because the corporate limits and the 
zoning boundaries of the other communities within the county were extended, 
reducing the jurisdiction of the county government. The total number of 
single-family building permits issued by the county for the twelve-year 
period was 2,81;8. The city of Bellevue, Nebraska, showed three peaks in
25>
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single-family construction: I960* 1965, and 1971* the year in which .the 
largest number of permits was issued, Bellevue increased in population 
and its land area and zoning boundary more than doubled during the period. 
The total number of single-family building permits issued totaled 1,81;2.
The city of La Vista was formed in 1962, so data on building permits does 
not include I960 and 1961. This factor limited the accuracy in determin­
ing the number of housing units built after the August, 1959* airphotos 
were taken, but before the first building permit was issued by La Vista in 
1962. The area affected by this gap in available information concerning 
building during that time is located east of^Seventy-second Street and 
south of Harrison Street. La Vista*s -peak in single-family construction 
occurred in 1962, when 137 permits were issued. A secondary peak occur­
red in 1970, with 128 permits issued. The total number of single-family 
permits issued was 701 for La Vista by the end of 1971* Data on individual 
building permits.in Papillion starts in 1967. The total number of building 
permits from 1962 through 1966 are known, but their location had to be ex­
trapolated and, with the help of the city clerk of Papillion, the locations 
of these single-family homes were fixed. Data for the years I960 and 1961 
were entirely missing. The peak in single-family construction in Papillion 
occurred in 1968, with 181 permits issued. The town of Springfield, the 
smallest in the county, had data from 1961 to the present. The total 
number of single-family permits issued totaled 61 by December 31, 1971.
The peaks of single-family construction in Springfield occurred in I96U 
and 1965 when ten units were built in both years.» The town of Gretna, in 
western Sarpy County, was excluded from the study, due to the fact that 
the accuracy of building permit data was questionable with regard to number,
28
location, and the year in which the given housing unit was built# The 
total number of building permits in single-family housing issued for the 
twelve-year period totaled 6,090 for the entire study area. Figure 7, 
page 295 shows how each of the cities and towns compares with each other 
through time and in number of single-family building permits issued during 
the twelve-year study period.
The number of duplex (two-family) and apartment (multi-family) building 
permits in the study area shows many fluctuations in the twelve-year period. 
In Figures 8 and 9, pages 30 and 31, the number of permits issued for du-- 
plexes and apartments is shown. The units shown are for the number of per­
mits and not for the number of living units for each permit issued. For 
duplexes the number of permits issued can be doubled to find the number of 
living units. Apartment building permits include the permit cost, the apart­
ment complex location but not the number of apartments per complex. It is 
necessary to the purpose of this paper to utilize only single-family housing, 
but the inclusion of two-family and multi-family housing is done to show 
their growing importance in housing trends of Sarpy County.
In Unincorporated Sarpy County, the number of duplexes appears to have 
more importance than apartment structures# The greatest number of duplexes 
was built in 1963, totaling five permits; while apartment building permits 
reached their peak in 1971> with five permits issued. In Bellevue the im­
portance of apartments has far outshadowed that of duplexes. Only in I960 
and in 1961 did duplex permits outnumber the amount of permits issued for 
apartments. In La Vista there were no permits issued for duplexes. The 
building of apartments began in 1969 in La Vista, and fluctuated greatly 
from 1969 to 1971. In Papillion, apartments have exceeded duplexes
29
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throughout the study period. Apartment complexes were begun in 1967 and 
have shown many fluctuations through 1971- In Springfield, one apartment 
complex was built in 1961 and another one in 1962. From 1962 to 1969, 
the building was limited to single-family housing, with the exception of 
one duplex built in 1968. One apartment permit was issued in 1969, and 
another in 1971* The total number of duplexes built in the study area, 
including the town of Springfield, totaled 35. In the same area, the 
total number of permits issued for apartment complexes was 168. The source 
of the above data on single-family, two-family, and multi-family building 
permits was the Permits and Inspections offices of Unincorporated Sarpy 
County (Sarpy County Court House), Bellevue (Bellevue City Offices), La 
Vista (La Vista City Hall), Papillion (Papillion City Hall), and Spring­
field (Springfield Town Hall).
An area not yet discussed in this study is the Capehart Housing Dis­
trict, which is base housing for Offutt Air Force Base personnel. This 
housing district, technically considered a part of the base, is actually 
located about a mile and a half from the base proper. The complex can be 
considered as a ’‘company town” in that this housing does not have the same 
attributes as does civilian housing. All persons living in the Capehart 
Housing District have to be supported by a head of the household employed 
at Offutt AFBo This area is included in the study because the area had a 
population in 1970 of '.Q}hh5 (1970 Census of Population), and most of the 
housing waslbuilttln the time period studied. Housing on Offutt AFB proper 
is excluded because regulations governing that type of housing generally 
exclude families. Figure 10, page 33, shows the addition of housing units 
by increments. In all, there are five increments of housing.„ The first
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increment was started in 1958, and the last increment*' ending the project 
was finished in 1967. Adding Capehart Housing to the study area, the 
total of single-family housing units is increased by 96 units totaling 
6,186 units* The number of duplexes built in Capehart totaled 62k build­
ings, or, 1,2U8 units. This total added to the 35 duplexes in the rest of 
the area totaled 659 duplexes or, 1,318 living units. Capehart apartment 
building totaled 160. Adding this total in Capehart to the 168 other 
apartment buildings in the rest of the study area equals 328 apartment 
buildings. The source of the data for the Capehart Housing District came 
from base records at Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska.
.A TWENTY PERCENT RANDOM SAMPLE OF SINGLE-FAMILY 
HOUSING IN THE SARPY COUNTY URBANIZED AREA 
In order to gather statistical data regarding the spatial growth and 
distribution of single-family housing in the study area a twenty percent 
sample of the 6,090 single-family building permits was made. Springfield 
and the Capehart Housing District were excluded from'"the sample. The 
method of selecting the units to comprise a sample consists of drawing 
them at random. The units were drawn independently so that each unit 
would have an equal chance of being selected. Therefore, it is more likely 
that the sample will have the different elements in the same proportion 
that exists in the parameter* Such a situation was realized in drawing 
housing units in Sarpy County. It may be approximately realized in a 
housing study; but only approximately so, because of the difficulty of 
setting up a selection procedure. If the selection of a sample is to be 
based on households, it is necessary to have a listing (parameter) of 
those households, so that the sample may be selected. Sometimes a county
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or city directory of households, or the lists of subscribers for electric- 
ity, gas, or water for households may serve as a basis, depending upon 
the size of the sample desired. Lists such as these are obviously incom­
plete, and sometimes arbitrarily so, in that certain categories of the 
population may be excluded and other included.
In economic, social, and, to some measure, geographic studies it is 
difficult to apply the mechanical methods necessary to obtain a true random 
sample. The problem is further complicated in that the housing units are 
dissimilar in the study area. When the units are single-family housing 
units there are differences with respect to age of the structure (the year 
the house was built), cost of construction, location, etc. About all that 
they have in common is that they are single-family housing units and are 
located in Sarpy County. Such differences are Important and need to kept 
in mind when the sample is selected. This consideration should not be 
construed as a condemnation of the random sample; rather it is an attempt 
to point out the difficulty of obtaining a random sample in particular in­
stances, particularly when making a housing study.
• The present study made use of the random sample by obtaining the 
parameter of single-family housing units in Sarpy County from building 
permit data. From this parameter of 6,090 housing units, a twenty percent 
sample unit of 1,218 single-family housing units was obtained by determ*. 
ining twenty percent of the parameter. To make certain every single-family 
had an equal chance of being selected the number of housing units for each 
year by political sub-division was obtained, and twenty percent of that 
number was found to determine the number of housing units comprising twenty 
percent of that parameter. After obtaining twenty percent of the parameter
36
for each sub-division, a random numbers table was used to obtain the units 
that comprised the twenty percent sampleo Each housing unit for each year 
was numbered by political sub-division, and twenty percent of the total 
number of housing units for that period was selected from the parameter by 
the use of the random numbers table. This process was continued for each 
political sub-division for each year until the twelve-year study period 
was completed. The formula used to find the twenty percent sample may be 
stated as "S" (sample units) equals "P" (parameter of housing units), 
divided by five (5) to obtain twenty percent of the parameter.
P
S = -----
5
RESULTS OF THE SAMPLE 
The following series of sixteen figures depict the results of the 
twenty percent random sample for the twelve-year study period. Figure 11, 
page 37, shows the first set of control data gathered by counting the 
number of single-family housing units from the August, 1959, airphotos of 
northeastern Sarpy County. The 1959 control data consisted of it,056 single 
family housing units within the study area. The areas of heavy concentra­
tion of single-family housing were in Bellevue, Papillion, and in two 
quarter-sections on the Douglas-Sarpy County line in "South Omaha". By 
using a transparency (at the back of the paper), the quarter-section, 
section, township and range can be located on Figure 11 and following 
figures. The following 16 figures are the results of computer-mapping of 
the twenty percent sample.
The study area was divided into 215 quarter sections. Along the 
eastern boundary of the study area, the grid system of quarter-sections
37
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may not comprise 160 acres. This grid system* as is shown by Figure 3> 
page 20* was used because it is a standard measure, and housing density 
could easily be found by using quarter-sections. The primary reason for 
using quarter-sections instead of the number of lots per tract, etc., was 
to include all the land area of the study area. Therefore, the density 
of individual housing tracts or developments is ignored, by placing em­
phasis on the total area instead of only densly settled areas.
The seven categories depicting housing density on the sixteen figures 
are divided to show the number of housing units per 160 acres. The first 
category gives all quarter-sections having no single-family housing units. 
All farmsteads are included as single-family units. The second category,
1 to 19 single-family housing units per quarter-section also includes, all 
farmstea.ds as single-family living units. These first two categories 
generally depict non-urban land uses. The remaining five categories show 
varying urban land uses. Since quarter-sections are used, non-urban uses, 
such as agriculture, may occupy a portion of a quarter-section. The third 
category includes from 20 to 39 single-family housing units per quarter 
section, or an average area per house ranging from 8.0 to U.l acres. The 
fourth category includes from UO to 79 single-family housing units per 160 
acres, or an average area per house farying from U.O to 2.1 acres. The 
fifth category includes from 80 to 1^9 houses per quarter-section, or an 
average area per housing unit varying from 2.0 to 1.0 acres per dwelling., 
The sixth category includes from .160 to 319 single-family units per each 
quarter-section, or an average area per house ranging from one acre to 
.51 acre. The seventy, and final category, includes all quarter-sections 
having from 320 to I48O single-family housing units, or an average area per
39
house varying from one-half acre to one-quarter acre. There are no 
heavier concentrations of single-family housing in the study area. ■
Figure 12, page )|0, shows the results of the twenty percent sample 
of building permits issued for I960 from Unincorporated Sarpy County and 
Bellevue. Building permit data from Papillion and La Vista were not 
available. The concentration of heavy build-up occurred in two areas: 
the NtoAg of Section 16, with 120 new homes built; and the 5W<| of Section 
25, where 100 new single-family homes were built. Both sections are in 
Township lh North and Range 13 East. The average value of the building 
permits issued for single-family housing (parameter) in the study area 
was $9,189.00. The parameter of single-family housing totaled 570 units, 
with building permits issued for a total value of $5,2)46,810.00„
Figure 13, page i;l, shows the results of a twenty percent sample of 
1961 building permits issued by Unincorporated Sarpy County and Bellevue. 
Papillion and La Vista had no data available on building permits. The 
largest number of building permits was issued in 1961 for the study area, 
totaling 670 from Unincorporated Sarpy County, and 90 from Bellevue, for a 
total of 760 single-family building permits. The average value of a 
single-family building permit declined by $815.00 to $8,37U.OO. The 
parameter of -single-family housing totaled 760 units with building permits 
issued representing a total stated cost of $6,36)4,14OO.00«,
Figure 1)4, page I4.2, shows the results of a twenty percent random 
sample of 1962 building permits issued in the study area. The year 1962 
was the first year for which all four political sub-divisions had building 
permit records available. The area of heavy concentration moved from 
Bellevue and "South Omaha" to the community of La Vista. The number of
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building permits (parameter) included 371 from Unincorporated Sarpy County, 
153 units in Bellevue, 137 in La Vista, and 22 for Papillion. The total 
number of single-family building permits issued in 1962 was 683* The 
average permit value of. a single-family building unit rose by $1,506.00 in 
1962, to $9,880.00. The total stated value of building permits issued in 
1962 was $6,760,610.00.
Figure -15, page khy shows the results of a. twenty percent random sample 
of 1963 building permits issued in the study area. During 1963 there was no 
heavy concentration of new construction in any one quarter-section. Heavy 
concentration is defined as meaning any instance in which over 50 homes are 
built in a single quarter-section as shown by the projected twenty percent 
sample. Housing was built in four areas.in the following lowering concen­
trations: Bellevue, "South Omaha", Papillion, and La Vista0 The number of
building permits (parameter) included 281 for Unincorporated Sarpy County, 
133- £©r Bellevue, 71 for Papillion, and 30 for La Vista. The total number 
of single-family building permits totaled 515 in 1963. The average value 
of a single-family building permit rose $2,892.00 to $12,772.00 over 1962.
The total stated value of single-family building permits issued in 1963 
was $6,577,7l+5*00.
Figure 16, page U5 , is the result of the twenty percent random sample 
of building permits for 1961*, issued in the Sarpy County Urbanized Area. 
During 1961*, the heaviest concentration occurred in the NE^ of Section 15, 
Township ll* North, Range 12 East, or in western La Vista. .In this quarter 
section, 55 new homes were built. The total number of single-family building 
permits (parameter) included 219 in Unincorporated Sarpy County, 79 in 
Bellevue, 58 in Papillion, and 56 in La Vista. The total number of single
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family building permits issued in I96I1 was Ul2. The average building 
permit -stated cost of a single-family housing unit fell $237.00 from the 
1963 average value. The 1961; average value was $12,535*00* The total 
stated^value of single-family building permits issued during 1961* was 
$5,16U,516.00.
Figure 17, page I4.7, is the result of the random sample of twenty per­
cent of the building permits issued for single-family housing in 1965. In
1965, three, areas had heavy concentrations; with Bellevue having, in the 
S[4h of Section 26, 75 new homes; Papillion having, in the W M  of Section 
35, 55 new homes; and La Vista, in the of Section 15, 50 new homes 
constructed in 1965* The total number of single-family building permits 
(parameter) included: 237 in Bellevue, 175 in Unincorporated Sarpy County, 
86 in Papillion, and 73 in La Vista. The total number of single-family 
building permits issued in the study area was 571* The average stated 
value of a single-family building permit during 1965 was down $196.00 from 
the 1961; figure, at $12,339.00. The total face value of single-family 
building permits issued in the study area was $7,0U5,918.00 in 1965*
Figure 18, page 1^ 8, is the result of the twenty percent random sample 
showing the spatial distribution of new single-family consturction during 
the year 1966;. The source of the data is from building permit records from 
Sarpy County gathered in 1971 and 1972 by the author. In 1966, there is 
no heavy concentration of new single-family housing by definition. During
1966, the first sign of single-family construction was evident along new 
State route 370, between Bellevue and Papillion in the northern half of 
Section 31* The total number of single-family building permits (parameter) 
issued in 1966 included 15U in Bellevue, 102 in Unincorporated Sarpy County,
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58 in Papillion, and lit in La Vista. Total number of single-family build­
ing permits issued was 328. The average cost stated on a. single-family 
building permit rose $501.00 over the 1965 figure. The average cost in 
1966 was $12,8UO.OO. The total value of all single-family building permits 
issued during 1966 was $U*223a880.00
Figure 19, page 50, is the result of the twenty percent random sample 
showing the distribution of single-family building permits within the study 
area in 1967. During 196?, there was no heavy concentration of single 
family building activity. The total number of single-family building per­
mits (parameter) included 139 for Unincorporated Sarpy County, 133 for 
Bellevue, 33 for Papillion, and 2h for La Vista. The total number of single 
family building permits issued in the study area was 329. The average cost 
stated on a building permits for a single-family house declined $198.00 over 
the 1966 figure. The average stated value of a building permit in 1967 was 
$12,61:2.00. The total stated value of all single-family building permits 
in 1967 was $U,159,500.00
Figure 20, page 51, is the result of the twenty percent random sample 
showing the spatial distribution of single-family building permits in the 
Sarpy County study area in 19680 The distribution again showed little con­
centration, but there was evidence of new single-family construction east 
of Papillion on State route 370. The total number of single-family building 
permits (parameter) included: 181 for Papillion, 125 for Unincorporated
Sarpy County, 86 for Bellevue, and 22 for La Vista. The total number of 
single-family building permits issued in the study area was I4.II4 in 1968.
The average cost of a single-family dweling unit as stated by building 
permit declined by $9lr2.00 to $11,700.00. The total stated value of all 
single-family building permits in 1968 was $1;,8U1|,080.000
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Figure 21, page 53* the result of the twenty percent random sample 
for 1969. As in the past three years, there is little indication of con­
centration of single-family building permits in the study area in this per­
iod. The total number of single-family building permits (parameter) in­
cluded; 12h for Unincorporated Sarpy County, 75 for Bellevue, 50 for La 
Vista, and L5 for.Papillion. The total number of single-family building 
permits issued was 29h for 1969* The average stated value of a single 
family building permit increased $3,UU8.00 over the 1968 figure to $15,1U8<, 
The total stated value of all single-family building permits in the study 
area in 1969 was $li,U5U,000*00.
Figure 22, page 5L, shows the result of the twenty percent sample of 
1970 single-family building permits. The 1970 map shows one area in La 
Vista with a heavy concentration of building permits issued for the period. 
This heavy concentration of fifty or more new homes per quarter-section 
built within a calendar year year is located in the of Section lit.*
There was a continued development of the two housing developments along 
State route 370. The total number of single-family building permits issued 
in 1970 included: 185 for Bellevue, 110 for Unincorporated Sarpy County,
106 for La Vista, and 39 for Papillion. The total number of single-family 
building permits in the study area in 1970 was UU0. The average stated 
value Of a single-family building permit declined $718.00 from the 1969 
figure. The total stated value of all single-family building permits 
issued in 1970 was $6,3L9,631.00, with the average value per unit at 
$lli,U30.00.
Figure 23, page 55* shows the result of the 1971 twenty percent random 
sample. This figure, the last of twelve, shows the spatial distribution of
53
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single-family building permits in the Sarpy County Urbanized Area* In 
this final period there are four areas or quarter sections that show a 
heavy.concentration of building permits. The heaviest concentration r> 
occurs in La Vista with two quarter-sections with fifty or more permits 
issued. The of Section 15 had 95 single-family building permits 
issued, according to the sample. The SE-4 of Section lb, also in La Vista, 
saw the addition of 50 new building permits of single-family construction.
Two other areas also showed heavy concentration of new homes: the SE^ [ of
Section 18 in western "South Omaha", and the S¥^ of Section 27, west of 
Bellevue, near 370. The total number of building permits (parameter) in­
cluded^ 286 for Bellevue, 192 for Unincorporated Sarpy County, 91 for La 
Vista, and 88 for Papillion. The total number of single-family building 
permits issued totaled 650 units. The average stated value of a single 
family building permit in 1971 increased $1,283.00 over the 1970 figure to 
$15,713.00. The total stated value of all single-family building permits 
issued in the study area in 1971 totaled $10,213,600.00,
The preceding yearly random samples represent twenty percent of the 
parameter of single-family building permits issued from I960 to 1971 in­
clusive. The total number of single-family building permits issued, the 
parameter, was- 6,090. Of that number, 5*966 were issued in the Urbanized 
Sarpy County study area. The remaining 12U single-family permits were 
issued outside the study area. Springfield, Gretna, and the Capehard Housing 
District of Offutt AFB were excluded from the study. The stated value of 
the single-family building permits issued in the twelve-year period for the 
study area was $71,b0b,690.00; and for the entire county (excluding Spring­
field, Gretna, and Capehart) totaled $72,893*b80.00. The source of the
information concerning the building permits was the Permits and Inspec­
tions departments of Unincorporated wSarpy County (Sarpy County Court House); 
Bellevue, (Bellevue City Hall), La Vista (La Vista City Hall), and Papillion 
(Papillion City Hall).
Figure 2b, page 58* is the second set of control data showing the 
actual number of single-family housing units from the July 8, 1971, air- 
photos. The source of the airphotos was the Sarpy County Soil and Water 
Conservation District Office at Papillion, Nebraska, The count was con­
ducted in March-April, 1972. The same seven categories that applied on 
the 1959 control data and the twelve sets of sample data apply here. The. 
purpose of using two sets of control data was to show the accuracy of the 
twelve sets of twenty percent samples and to determine the true spatial 
distribution of single-family housing as of July 8, 1971. The heaviest 
concentration of single-family housing occurred in the NE^ 4 of Section 17, 
along the Douglas-Sarpy County line, with b27 housing units observed.
Figure 25, page 59* is the 1959 control data plus the addition of the 
I960-through-1971 random samples of single-family building permits. The 
same seven categories that were used on the preceding fourteen maps are 
again used for consistency. Figure 26, page 60, is a comparison of Figures 
2b and 25* showing the accuracy of the 1959 base data plus the addition of 
the 1960-through-1971 sample data to the July 8, 1971 airphotos. On the 
sixteenth, and final figure in this section of the paper, there are five 
categories showing the percentages of accuracy of the sample data as they 
relate to the actual number of single-family housing units on the 1971 air­
photos. The categories are divided into all quarter-sections having 100 
percent accuracy (a total of 82 quarter-sections); 90 to 99.9 percent
58
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accuracy (a total of 33 quarter-sections); 80.0 to 89.9 percent accuracy 
(a total of 15. quarter-sections); 70*0 to 79.9 percent accuracy (a total 
of seven quarter-sections); and all quarter-sections with less than 70 
percent accuracy (a total of 57 quarter sections).
The results of the above description show that the twenty percent 
random sample is a reliable method of estimating the parameter of single 
family building permits to the actual number of housing units built over 
the time period. Figure 26, page 60* shows that U2.26 percent of the 
study area had a .100 percent accuracy. .This factor may be misleading, due 
to the fact that most of the quarter sections showing a 100 percent accuracy 
of the sample to the actual were in rural quarter-sections. A factor that 
was surprising to the author was the number of quarter-sections with between 
90.0 and 99.9 percent accuracy group in the area of single-family build-up 
in the twelve-year time period of the study. This factor represents the 
justification of using the twenty percent random sample in the housing 
study* The 29.38 percent of all the quarter-sections showing an accuracy 
of less than 70 percent was expected because of errors in counting and 
projecting the sample to the actual number of housing.runits of the July 8, 
1971* airphotos. Another factor affecting this 29.38 percent with less 
than 70 percent accuracy was the six months 1 time lag between the airphotos
and the end of 1971. During this six-month period, more than 100 single
family building permits were issued, thus accounting for some of the 29*38
percent showing less than expected. It is important to state that the
majority of the quarter-sections with less than 70 percent accuracy rating 
also lay in non-urban sections or on the fringe of built-up areas, as did 
the quarter-sections with 100 percent accuracy. The majority of the built
up areas fell into quarter-sections having between 80.0 to 99.9 percent 
accuracy, a factor which justifies the twenty percent random of building 
permit data.
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SARPY COUNTY URBANIZED AREA CENSUS BLOCK STUDY: AN
EXAMINATION OF FOUR VARIABLES
The discussion in this section of the paper will focus on an exam­
ination of several population characteristics applied to single-family 
housing. The study centers around four variables in the census block 
study and a population pyramid comparing I960 and 1970 population groups.
The author has used, to some degree, Micheal R.C. Coulson's "The Dis- 
ribution of Population Age Structures in Kansas City", Annals of AAG. 1968. 
Coulson’s "Age Structure Index" will not be applied for two primary reasons: 
data are lacking to construct the age atructure indices, and census blocks 
(not census tracts) are used in the discription of the four characteristics 
of population to residential housing. Because census blocks are used, two 
age groups, and the percent of Negroes in the total population will be exam­
ined in detail. The two age groups to be discussed include the percentage 
of the population under eighteen years of age, and that portion of the pop­
ulation sixty-two years of age and older. These two age groups and the 
Negro percentage of the total population will be compared to the average 
value of owner-occupied housing in the 1970 Census of Housing.
Because data on the population characteristics in census blocks within 
census tracts are lacking for the I960 Census of Housing, it is impossible 
to construct Coulson’s "Age Structure Index". Since there are only five 
census tracts within the study area, and these five census tracts have 
changed radically since the I960 Census of Housing, the construction of 
Coulson’s Index would have little meaning for only five census tracts. It 
is, however, possible to compare the population using five-year age groups
6k
between I960 and 1970, During both census years the population was as­
signed to appropriate age groups. These age groups are further broken down 
into male and female parts for the same five-year age group. This age 
structure, or population pyramid, then becomes a discription of the rela­
tive size of the various age groups. The number or percentage of group 
membership will vary from one population to another, and will also vary 
over time. It is, therefore, possible to compare the age of the population 
by comparing these five-year age groups.
Figure 273 page 65 > shows two population pyramids for Sarpy County, 
one for I960, and one for 1970. The differences between the two pyramids, 
can be explained by many factors. The most important is the rapid growth 
■ of the population during the ten-year interval between the two censuses. 
There has been a lOh.O percent growth (1970 Census of Population) in the 
total population within the study area. This growth is'the result of net 
in-migration which totaled 21,966 persons or 70.2 percent of the growth 
of the county since the I960 Census of Population (1970 Census of Popula­
tion) . On the population pyramid, the groups showing the greatest amount 
of change during the decade included the 0 - k>, % —■ 10 - 111, and the
35 - 39 year age groups* The 0 - U age group includes all children born 
from late 1965 to early 1970. During this four-year period a decline in 
the birth rate occurred, as is depicted in the age group. The 5"'~ 9 year 
age group is the largest group within the pyramid, replacing the group 
below it which usually has the most members. The 10 - lU age group is the 
' 0 — I4. year age group of the I960 Census plus the addition of new members 
by in-migration. Other age groups are in the usual "norm", with the ex­
ception of the 20 - 2h} and the 35 - 39 year age groups. These two groups
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can be explained by the existence of Offutt AFB. The 20 - 2h age group 
are most likely junior officers and base personnel, while the 35 - 39 
age group are senior officers or personnel at Offutt AFB.
CHARACTERISTICS OF TWO AGE GROUPS AND THE PERCENTAGE OF NEGROES 
TO THE AVERAGE VALUE OF SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING
In this part of the section four variables will be examined in an 
attempt to show the human make-up of the study area. The four variables 
used include; the percentage of the total population under 18 years of 
age by census blocks; the percentage of the total population 62 years of 
age and over by census block; the percentage of the total population 
Negro by census block; and, the average value of owner-occupied housing 
by census blocks in the 1970 Census of Housing; Block Statistics. These 
variables were compiled in an attempt to explain the spatial distribution 
of the population, and to determine if any of the three groups tended to 
live in equally valued housing or in a particular section of the study 
area. The general results of the examination tended to show that there 
is little, if any, correlation between the two age groups, and race group 
selected, to the average value of housing within the study area.
The results of the examination follow in four sections. The first 
section is within the city of Bellevue, Nebraska. Figure 28, page 67 > 
shows the spatial distribution of the percentage of the total population
j
18 years and under within census blocks in the corporate limits of Belle­
vue. Table III, page 68, is a simple correlation, giving the total number 
of census blocks having a given percentage of the population! 18 and under. 
The housing valuation for each percentage group is given with the number
67
PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION 
UNDER 18 YEARS, BY BLOCK* 1970
60%  AND OVER 
9 0 - 5 9  
4 0 - 4 9  
2 0 -  39
0  1 - 1 9
n NOT AVAILABLE
I
« » bellevue
Figure 28
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TABLE. Ill
PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION 18 vYEARS OF AGE AND UNDER TO THE 
AVERAGE SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING VALUE BY CENSUS BLOCKS 
FOR BELLEVUE, NEBRASKA
Housing* value Number of blocks '
60 percent or more of the population 18 years and under by block.
Over $ 3^,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-25,999 1
15,000-19,999 1
10,000-lU,999 1
" under $10,000 none
50 - 59 percent of the population 18 years and under by block
Over $ 30,000 3
25,000-29,999 h
20,000-2[|., 999 5
15,000-19,999 9
10,000-11;,999 3
under $10,000 none
I4O - U9 percent of the population 18 years and under by block
Over $ 30,000 2
25,000-29,999 6
20,000-2U,999 17
15,000-19,999 20
10,000-11; ,999 7
under $10,000 none
20 - 39 percent of the population 18 years and under by block,
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 1
20,000-2U,999 6
15,000-19,999 Ik
10,000-114,999 6
under $10,000 none
1 - 19 percent of the population 18 years and under by block,
Over' $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-214,999 none
15,000-19,999 none
10,000-11;, 999
. . .  1
under $10,000 none
Source: 1970 Census of Housing: Block Statistics
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of census blocks having the same value characteristics. The highest unit 
or group used was a census block having at least 60 percent of its popula­
tion in the above age group. In Bellevue, only three blocks fell into 
this percentage group. Of the three blocks no two had the same average 
valuation. This trend is typical in Bellevue for each of the five per­
centage groups used.
In census blocks where between $0 and 59 percent of the total pop­
ulation was 18 years and under, there is no clear indication of a trend.
Of the 2h blocks in this group, nine had an average value per housing unit 
between $15*000 and $19,999. In the IiO to b9 percentage group the cor­
relation is again scattered through the six classes of average valuation.
The largest number, 20 blocks, had a average valuation per dwelling of 
between $15,000 and $19,999. 17 census blocks fell into the $20,000 to
$2U,999 average valuation group. In the group where between 20 and 39 per­
cent of the total population was 18 years of age and under, lU census 
blocks had an average valuation per dwelling of between $15,000 and $19,999. 
In the one to 19 percent group, there was only one census block that could 
be compared to the average valuation; it was in the group with an average 
value per unit of $10,000 to $1^,999. A generalization that could be made 
is that the percentage of the population 18 years of age and under tends to 
live in housing with a valuation between $15,000 and $19,999. There is no 
clear indication of any concentration of this age group in Bellevue. The 
trend is toward a higher concentration'of persons 18 and under in new 
housing developments in the northern and western parts of the city of 
Bellevue.
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Figure 29* page 71* shox-fs the percentage of the total population 62 
years of age and older by census blocks for the 1970 Census of Housing,
In the seven categories used to show the spatial distribution of this age 
group, the one to nine percentage group is, by far, the most numerous.
Table IV* page 72* is a simple correlation between six groups by percent­
ages, to the average owner-occupied housing value by census blocks for 
1970. The highest percentage group used was 50 percent of the total 
block’s population 62 years and over, compared to the average value of 
single-family housing. In this group only two blocks could be correlated. 
There was one'block where the average value of housing was between $15*000 
and.$19,999 per unit, and the other block had an average value per unit 
between $20,000 and $2li.,999. The percentage group where U0 to h9 percent, 
of the population was 62 years of age or over had no blocks available to 
make a correlation. The 30 to 39 percentage group of the population 62 
years of age. and over had only two blocks; one had a valuation per dwelling 
between $25*000 and $29*999* and the other between $15*000 and $19*999.
The 20 to 29 percentage group had six blocks available with the average 
valuation of owner-occupied housing. Of the six blocks available, four 
had valuations per unit between $10,000 and $lii*999, and the remaining 
two blocks had an average valuation between $15*000 and $19*999 per unite
In the 10 to 19 percentage group there were fourteen blocks avail­
able for the correlation. Of these fourteen blocks, one-half or seven 
blocks had an average valuation betxxreen $15*000 and $19*999 per unit. The 
remaining seven blocks were scattered through the other average values.
In the one to nine percentage group the greatest number of census blocks 
were available for the simple correlation. The total number of blocks in
71
PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION 
62 YEARS AND OVER, BY BLOCK* 1970
B  50 AND OVER
4 0 - 4 9
3 0 -3 9
2 0 -2 9
10-19
1-9
k> " I..., □  n o t
AVAILABLE
\
r m  m
Figure 29
TABLE IV
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PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION 62 YEARS OF AGE AND. OVER TO THE 
AVERAGE SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING VALUATION BY CENSUS BLOCKS FOR
BELLEVUE, NEBRASKA
Housing value Number of blocks
percent or more of the population 62 years <and over by census block.
Over $ 30,000 none
29,000-29,999 none
20,000-2)4,999 1
19,000-19,999 1
10,000-lh,999 none
under $10,000 none
- 39 percent of the population 62 years and over by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
29,000-29,999 1
20,000-214,999 none
19,000-19,999 1
10,000-lU,999 none
under $10,000 none
- 29 percent of the population 62 years and over by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
29,000-29,999 none
20,000-2U,999 none
19,000-19,999 2
10,000-ll|,999 k
under $10,000 none
-.19-percent of the population 62 years and over by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 2
29,000-29,999 none
20,000-214,999 2
19,000-19,999 7
10,000-114,999 3
under $10,000 none
- 9 percent of the population 62 years and over by census, blocks.
Over $ 30,000 2
29,000-29,999 7
20,000-2)4,999 29
19,000-19,999 * 28
10,000-114,999 7
under $10,000 none
Source: 1970 Census of Housing
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this percentage group was 73• Of the 73 blocks 29 had an average valua­
tion per unit between $20,000 and $21**999* while 28 blocks had an average 
value between $15*000 and $19*999® As in the case of the percentage of 
the total population 18 years and under* there was no correlation between 
the number of blocks with an average valuation per unit of under $10*000, 
From this.correlation between the percentage of the total population 62 
years of age and over to the average valuation of owner-occupied housing* 
one can make the generalization that this group tends to live in housing 
valued from $15*000 to $19*999* and that they tend to make-up less than ,
10 percent of the total population of an average census block,
Figure 30* page lh-> shows the percentage of the total population that 
is Negro* by census blocks according to the 1970 Census of Housing, The 
figure breaks down the percentage of the total population into seven cate­
gories* with 50 percent and over the highest category, /-Only five of the 
seven categories were used to describe the spatial distribution of Negroes 
in Bellevue. The missing categories include the 30 to 39 percentage group 
and the over 50 percentage group. The distribution is somewhat like the 
distribution of the percentage of the total population 62 years of age 
and over* in that the majority of Negroes tend to make up less: than ten 
percent of the total population. Table V* page 75* shows the simple cor­
relation between the average owner-occupied valuation to the percentage 
of the total population Negro for Bellevue* Nebraska,
The above three figures and their accompanying tables have been com­
pared to the average value of owner-occupied housing, by census blocks in 
1970* as is depicted by Figure 31* page 76. In this figure* six catego^ 
ries of the average valuation of residential housing are used for Bellevue,
7k
PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION 
NEGRO, BY BLOCK: 1970
50  AND OVER
4 0 - 4 9
3 0 - 3 9
2 0 - 2 9
10-19
NOT 
AVAILABLE /  
NONE
1 \
'BELLEVUE
Figure 30
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TABLE V
PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION NEGRO TO THE AVERAGE SINGLE-FAM­
ILY HOUSING.VALUATION BY CENSUS BLOCKS FOR BELLEVUE, NEBRASKA
Housing value Number of blocks
UO — U9 percent of the population Negro by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-21,999 none
15,000-19,999 1
10,000-lU,999 none
under $10,000 none
20 - 29 percent of the population Negro by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000
25.000-29,999
20.000-2h ,999
15.000-19,999 
10,000~lb,999 
under $10,000
10 - 19 percent of the population Negro by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 nohe
20,000-2b,999. 1
15,000-19,999 k
10,000-lh,999 none
under $10,000 none
1 - 9 percent of the population Negro by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
' 25,000-29,999 1
20,000-2^,999 10
15,000-19,999 h
10,000-lU,999 1
under $10,000 none
none
none
none
1
none
none
Source: 1970 Census of Housing
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The white or blank areas depict where data were not available. The re­
maining categories, six in all, are divided into $5,000 groups, with the 
exception of the under $10,000 category, and the over $30,000 category* 
These six categories were used because the majority of the owner-occupied 
housing units (block average) fell into one of these categories, and the 
$5,000 division between classes is a usual dividing mark for the value of 
single-family housing.
It is worthwhile to note here that approximately 33 percent of the 
study area’s to.tal number of census blocks had no data available concerning 
one or more (all in some cases) of the four variables. This factor takes .
away from the completeness that was hoped for. However, the number of
census blocks available for the study allows enough characteristics to be .
meaningful* The primary reason for the lack of these census blocks owes
to the disclosure ruling of the Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census. This ruling forbids the publication of data that could reveal 
data on any individual or housing unit. These blocks with data suppressed 
usually have only a few individuals or housing units within their limits. 
Since only a fraction of the total population resides within these blocks; 
they should be of little significance to the study area as a whole.
The same- four variables used to measure.the population of Bellevue 
are used for the cities of La Vista and Papillion, and the unincorporated 
"South Omaha" area.. La Vista and Papillion are mapped together. Figure 
32, page 78, shows the percentage of the total population 18 years of age 
and under in relation to the average valuation of owner-occupied housing. 
The same categories are used in this figure of La Vista and Papillion that 
were used for Bellevue.
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The above figure indicates that the percentage of the population. 18 
years 'of age and under is spread fairly evenly throughout La Vista and 
Papillion, There are only a very few census blocks where the percentage 
of the population 18 and under makes up less than 20 percent of the total 
population of a particular census block. Table VI, page 80, shows the 
simple correlation between the percentage of the total population 18 years 
of age and under to the average value of owner-occupied housing in La 
Vista. Table VII, page 81, shows the same correlation for the city of 
Papillion. The results of both correlations tend to show that the majority 
of the census blocks had from 5>0 to 5>9 percent of their population 18 
years of age and under. The average unit valuation of the housing of this 
population tended to range throughout the six average value groups. The 
mode valuation in the La Vista area, within the above percentage group, was 
$10,000 to $lb,999, and in Papillion the average value per unit was between 
$20,000 and $2l*,999o
Figure 33, page 82, shows the spatial distribution of the percentage 
of the total population 62 years of age and over by census blocks in 1970 
for La Vista and Papillion. The same seven categories that were used in 
Bellevue are used again in this figure. The results show that La Vista 
has a much younger population than does Papillion. This can be explained 
by the fact that La Vista was formed in 1962, and is populated by younger 
families with a large number of children 18 and under years of age. Papil­
lion, the county seat, is an old community, as is shown by the number of 
census blocks where over 3>0 percent of the population is 62 years of age 
and over. Table VIII, page 83, shows the simple correlation between the 
percentage of the population 62 years of age and over to the average
TABLE VI
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PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION 18 YEARS OF AGE AND UNDER TO THE
AVERAGE SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING VALUATION BY CENSUS BLOCKS FDR
LA VISTA, NEBRASKA
Housing value Number of blocks
60 percent or more of the population 18 years and under by census block.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-2hs999 1
l$sOOO-±9,999 1
10,000-1)4,999 2
under $10,000 none
50 - 59 percent of the population 18 years and under by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-2); ,999 u
15,000-19,999 5
10,000-1)4,999 9
under $10,000 none
h.0 - U9 percent of the population 18 years and under by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-2)4,999 2
15,000-19,999 2
10,000-lU,999 h
under $10,000 5
20 - 39 percent of the population 18 years and under by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 hone
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-2)4,999 none
15,000-19,999 1
10,000-1)4,999 2
under $10,000 1 1
1 - 19 percent of the population 18 years and under by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-2)4,999 1
15,000-19,999 none
10,000-1)4,999 none
under $10,000 none
Source: 1970 Census of Housing
TABLE VII
81
PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION 18 YEARS OF AGE AND UNDER TO THE
AVERAGE SINC-LE-FAMILY HOUSING VALUATION BY CENSUS BLOCKS FOR
PAPILLION, NEBRASKA
Housing value Number of blocks
60 percent or more of the population 18 years and under by census block.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-24,999 none
15,000-19,999 1
10,000-lU,999 none
under $10,000 none
50 - 59 percent of the population 18 years and under by census blocks.
Over $ 303000 2
25*000-29*999 7
20,000-214.* 999 3
15,000-19,999 5
10,000-114,999 2
under $10,000 none
I4O - It-9 percent of the population 18 years arid under by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-2ii,999 3
15,000-19,999 5
10,000-lU,999 2
under $10,000 none
20 - 39 percent of the population 18 years and under by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-214,999 1
15,000-19,999 9
10,000-1U,999 8
under $10,000 none
1 - 1 9  percent of the population 18 years and under by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-2l;,999 none
15,000-19,999 none
10,000-lU,999 2
under $10,000 none
Source: 1970 Census of Housing
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TABLE ¥111
PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION 62 YEARS OF AGE AND OVER TO THE 
AVERAGE SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING VALUATION BY CENSUS BLOCKS FOR
LA VISTA, NEBRASKA
Housing value Number of blocks
10 - 19 percent of the population 62 years and over by census blocks.
Over $ 30>000 none
29,000-29,999 none
20,000-2^,999 none
19,000-19,999 1
10,000-lU,999 none
under $10,000 none
1 - 9 percent of the population 62 years and over by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
29,000-29,999 none
20,000-2U,999 h
19,000-19,999 3
10,000-lU,999 9
under $10,000 h
Source: 1970 Census of Housing
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TABLE IX
PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION 62 TEARS OF AGE AND OVER TO THE
AVERAGE SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING VALUATION BY CENSUS BLOCKS FOR
PAPILLION, NEBRASKA
Housing value Number of blocks
I4O - I49 percent of the population 62 years and over by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-2U,999 none
15,000-19,999 none
10,000-1U,999 1
under $10,000 none
20 - 29 percent of the population 62 years and over by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-21; ,999 1
15,000-19,999 1
10,000-ll;,999 5
under $10,000 none
10 - 19 percent of the population 62 years and over by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-2U,999 2
15,000-19,999 h
10,000-1)4,999 h
under $10,000 none
1 - 9 percent of the population 62 years and over by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 2
25,000-29,999 7
20,000-21,999 h
15,000-19,999 13
10,000-1)4,999 2
under $10,000 none
Source: 1970 Census of Housing
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valuation of owner-occupied housing in La Vista, Of the seven categories,
only two are used with the majority in the under ten percent category.
Only one census block had from 10 to 19 percent of its population in the 
62 years of age and older group. Table IX, page 8U, shows the results of 
the simple correlation between the same variables in the city of Papillion. 
The mode is again under ten percent category with the average value between 
$15,000 and $19,999 for the 13 census blocks.
Figure 3^ -y page 86, shows the percentage of the total population that 
was Negro in La Vista and Papillion for 1970. The same seven categories 
that were used in Bellevue are used again. The spatial distribution of 
Negroes is less than in Bellevue, and the percentage of the total population 
is also less in the Negro group. Table X, page 87, shows the results of 
the simple correlation between the percentage of the total population 
Negro to the average value per unit of owner-occupied single-family housing 
in both La Vista and Papillion0 In both cities only the under ten percent 
category could be computed, and only seven census blocks for both cities 
were founds therefore, the results of the simple correlation for Negroes 
in both Papillion and La Vista have little significance because so few 
blocks have average owner-occupied valuations.
The simple correlation between each of the three variables (the per­
centage of the total population 18 years and under, 62 and over, and Negro) 
to the average owner-occupied housing unit valuation is a reliable measure 
if at least ten or more census blocks can be correlated in any of the seven 
categories to one distribution. The spatial distribution of the average 
valuation of owner-occupied housing for La Vista and Papillion is shown 
by Figure 35, page 88. The same six categories of average house (per unit)
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TABLE X
PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION NEGRO TO THE AVERAGE SINGLE-FAMILY 
HOUSING VALUATION BY CENSUS BLOCKS FOR LA. VISTA AND PAPILLION,
NEBRASKA
La Vista, Nebraska 
Housing value 
1 - 9 percent of the population Negro by census
Over $ 30,000
25.000-29,999
20.000-25,999
15.000-19,999
10.000-15,999 
under $10,000
Papillion, Nebraska 
Housing value Number of blocks '
1 - 9  percent of the population Negro by census blocks.
Over $ 30,000 none
25,000-29,999 none
20,000-25,999 1
15,000-19,999 none
10,000-15,999 none
under $10,000 none
Source: 1970 Census of Housing
Number of blocks
blocks.
none
none
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5
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value are again used as those in Bellevue« The general trend indicates a 
higher value of single-family housing on the cities 1 edges or away from 
the older sections of the city* In La Vista* the older section is east of 
Seventy-second Streets an6 in Papillion* the grid pattern street system 
indicates its older section.
In this final part of section three* the percentage of the total pop- 
lation 18 years of age and under* 62 and over* and Negro* will be compared 
to the average valuation per unit of ox^ner-occupied housing. The area 
this correlation covers is the unincorporated "South Omaha" section of the 
study area. The area comprises all of the built-up area in the Sarpy 
County Urbanized Area south of the Douglas-Sarpy County line; west of 
Bellevue corporate limitsj north of Cornhusker Road* or old Highway 370* 
and east of Fifty-third Street* or the Big Papillion Creek.
Figure 36* page 90, shows the spatial distribution of the percentage 
of the total population 18 years and under by census block for 1970* Only 
six categories x^rere used* because of the high percentage of blocks having 
a total population 18 years and under. The lower categories were compiled 
to show better a distribution of the total population 18 and undero Table 
XI* page 91* shows the results of the simple correlation between the average 
valuation of owner-occupied housing to the six categories of the percentage 
of the total population 18 and under* by census blocks» The bO to U9 per­
centage group had 33 blocks available for comparison, with 15 of those 
blocks having an average valuation per unit between $15*000 and $19*9.99; 
and 13 blocks with a value p>er unit between $10*000 and $lU*999. The 5>0 
to 59 percentage group* the largest group in this correlation* had 36 
blocks available for study* with 17 census blocks the mode* and an average
90
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TABLE XI
91
PERCENTAGE 0? THE POPULATION 18 YEARS OF AGE AND UNDER TO THE
AVERAGE SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING ValUaTION BY CENSUS BLOCKS FOR
nSOUTH OMAHA”
Housing value Number of blocks
60 percent or more of the population 18 years and under by census block.
Over $ 30,000 none
29,000-29,999 none
20,000-28,999 1
19,000-19,999 3
10,000-18,999 1
under $10,000 none
50 - 59 percent of the population 18 years and under by census block.
Over $ 30,000 2
29,000-29,999 1
20,000-28,999 7
19,000-19,999 17
10,000-18,999 9
under $10,000 none
hO - h9 percent of the population 18 years and under by census block.
Over $ 30,000 none
29,000-29,999 none
20,000-28,999 9
19,000-19,999 19
10,000-18,999 13
under $10,000 none
20 - 39 percent of the population 18 years and under by census block.
Over $ 30,000 none
29,000-29,999 none
20,000-28,999 2
19,000-19,999 8
10,000-18,999 10
under $10,000 2
1 - 19 percent 01 the population 18 years and under by census block.
Over $ 30,000 none
29,000-29,999 none
20,000-28,999 none
19,000-19,999 none
10,000-18,999 2
under $10,000 1
Source: 1970 Census of Housing
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per unit value between $15>000 and $19*999*
Figure 37* page 93? shows the results of the spatial distribution of
the percentage of the total population 62 years of age and over by census 
blocks for the 1970 Census in nSouth Gnaha”. The same seven categories 
are used that were used for Bellevue* La Vista* and Papillion. As was the
case in the above three distributions of this age group* the percentage
group making up one to nine percent of the total population is the largest 
group with 67 census blocks. Table XII* page 9h9 shows the results" of the 
simple correlation between this age group and the average value of owner 
occupied housing. Only four percentage categories, had data available for 
comparison-. The missing categories include the hO to U9* and the 30 to 39 
percentage groups. The percentage group having the greatest number of
census blocks available for study was the under ten percentage category.
The mode of this category was 33 blocks having an average valuation per
unit between $15*000 and $19*999* The $10*000 to $lh*999 group had 25
census blocks available for study. The highest percentage of the total 
population was located in old housing* pre-1959, along the Douglas-Sarpy 
County line, east of 30th Street and north of Chandler Road.
Figure 38* page 95? shows the spatial distribution of Negroes by 
census blocks-in 1970 for ’’South Omaha”. The highest percentage group of 
Negroes roughly correlates to the blocks where the greatest number of 
persons 62 years of age and over resides. This concentration is centered 
between 2Uth and 30th Streets* south of the county line. The same seven 
categories that were used in the three previous discussions of the Negro 
population are again used. Table XIII* page 96* shows the results of the 
simple correlation between the average owner-occupied single-family housing
93
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TABLE XII
PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION 62 YEARS OF AGE AND OVER TO THE AVERAGE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING VALUATION BY CENSUS BLOCKS FOR SOUTH OMAHA
Housing value Number of blocks
50 percent and over of the population 62 years and over by census block
Over $ 30*000 none
25*000-29*999 none
20*000-2)4*999 none
15,000-19*999 none
10*000-lU*999 1
under $10*000 none
20 - 29 percent of the population 62 years and over by census block
Over $ 30,000 none
25*000-29*999 none
20*000-2)1*999 none
15,000-19*999 none
10,000-lU*999 2
under $10*000 1
10 - 19 percent of the population 62 years and over by census block
Over $ 30*000 none
25*000-29*999 none
20*000-2)4*999 none
15*000-19,999 none
10*000-1).*999 7
under $10*000 1
, 1 - 9 percent of the population 62 years and over by census block
Over $ 30*000 1
25*000-29*999 none
20,000-2)4*999 9
15*000-19,999 30
10*000-1)4*999 25
under $10,000 2
Source: 1970 Census of Housing
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TABLE XIII
96
PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION NEGRO TO THE AVERAGE VALUE OF SINGLE-FAM­
ILY HOUSING VALUATION BY CENSUS BLOCKS FOR SOUTH OMAHA
Housing Value Number of Blocks
1;0 - 1*9 percent of the population Negro by census blocks
Over $ 30,000
25.000-29,999
20.000-2b,999
15.000-19,999
10.000-11;,999
under $10,000
none
none
none
none
none
1
30' - 39 percent of the population Negro by census blocks
Over $ 30,000
25.000-29,999
20.000-21;,999
15.000-19,999
10.000-11;, 999 
under $10,000
none
none
none
none
1
none
20 - 29 percent of the population Negro by census blocks
Over $ 30,000
25.000-29,999
20.000-214,999
15.000-19,999
10.000-11;,999 
under $10,000
none
none
none
none
1
none
LO - 19 percent of the population Negro by census blocks
Over $ 30,000
25.000-29,999
20.000-21;, 999
15.000-19,999
10.000-11;, 999.
under $10,000
1
none
none
1
none
none
1 - 9 percent of the population Negro by census blocks
Over $ 30,000
25.000-29,999
20.000-21;,999
15.000-19,999
10.000-1U,999 
under $10,000
none
none
2
2
1
none
Source: 1970 Census of Housing
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valuation to the percentage of the total population Negro by census block. 
Unfortunately, data on the Negro population compared to the average valua­
tion of owner-occupied housing are suppressed. Only ten census blocks 
could be compared to the average valuation. Because of the scattering and 
the low number of blocks in any of the six valuation groups, any definitive 
results would be meaningless. It is, however, interesting to note that in 
the 10 to 19 percentage group there is only one census block where the 
average valuation is over $30,000. Only one census block had a value of 
under $10,000. This block was in the I4.O to I4.9 percentage group and is 
composed of pre-1959 housing.
Figure 39, page 98, shows the distribution of the average valuation of 
owner-occupied single-family housing in the ’’South Qnaha” area. With the. 
exception of the large number of not available blocks (white areas) in the 
southeastern part of the area, the general trend is toward less expensive 
housing than was evident in Bellevue, La Vista, or Papillion. Only three 
blocks in the extreme western section of the. study area had average valua­
tions exceeding $25*000. Another trend that was evident on the Bellevue,
La Vista, and Papillion figures is that, the further the development 
(housing tract) is from the older sections, the higher the average value. 
This factor was also examined with regard to the twenty percent random 
sample of single-family building permits0 The explanation of this phenom­
enon points to two dominant factors: Increased building and labor costs
in the construction of new housing; and the apparent need for more luxury
. . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  - ^
and aesthetic items included within each new home constructed.
CENSUS TRACT STUDY -'SARPY COUNTY URBANIZED AREA
With the assistance of Mr. Lee C* Bush, of the Geography Department at
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UNO, a computer study of the four variables was undertaken on June 27$
1972. The file name x^ as Housing Value Determinants, and the variables 
list included the percentage of the total population Negro, Under 18, and 
Over 62", the fourth variable was the average value of ox^ner-occupied 
single-family housing. The study area was broken down into its five census 
tracts. The census tracts x^ ere then broken down into their respective 
census blocks. The spatial distribution of the four variables x^ as shown 
on the preceding twelve maps. Census Tract 101*01 includes that portion 
of "South Gnaha" west of Bellevue Ts city limits to 25th Street, and south 
of the Douglas-Sarpy County line to just north of State route 370o Census 
Tract 101.01 included kb census blocks. Census Tract 101.02 includes all 
of the study area east of Railroad Avenue and U.S. route 73 and 75*e south 
to Victoria Avenue in Bellevue. The census tract!s boundary follows Vic­
toria Avenue east to Betz Road, then north along Betz Road to the inter­
section of State route 131 or Galvin Road, then south on Galvin Road to 
burt Murphy Boulevard to the intersection of West Mission Avenue (State 
route 370)o The boundary then follows State route 370 eastward to the 
Missouri River. Census Tract 101.02 includes 127 census blocks. Census 
Tract 10lj makes up the rest of Bellexrue east of U.S. route 73 and 75* north 
of Offutt AFB^ This census tract includes 80 census blocks. Census Tract 
105 makes up the rest of the "South Omaha" area including all the study 
area south of the county line east of 25th Street, x^ est to where the ex­
tension of 60th Street would be located, if extended. The southern boundary 
of Census Tract 105 is the same as for’Census Tract 101.01, or the southern, 
boundary of the Gilmore Precinct. Census Tract 105 includes 112 census 
blocks. Census Tract 106 includes the remainder of the study area, including
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both La Vista and Papillion. Census Tract 106 includes 155 census blocks. 
Not all census blocks in Census Tracts 101.02, 105, and 106 were mapped' 
or were included in the study area. The total number of census tracts was 
five; of the five census tracts there was a total of 518 census blocks 
available for study.
The statistical analysis generated by the computer for the census 
tract study was based on the SPSS Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences. by Norman Nie, Dale H. Bent, and C. Hadlai Hull, 1970, McGraw 
Hill. The computer print-out of the four variables is given by census 
tracts. It was felt that using the five census tracts instead of 518 
census blocks, was a more quantitative statement. Table XIV, page 101,
Is the computer print-out for all five census tracts. The first three 
variables: Negro, 18 and under, and over 62, are given in percentages.
The fourth variable, the valuation of owner-occupied housing is given in 
dollars. Table XV, page 102, is the breakdown of the Individual census 
tracts of the study area. In both tables, nine value determinants: the
mean, the variance, the range, standard error, kurtosis, skewness, minimum, 
maximum, and standard deviation are given; with the number of blocks having 
data for a particular variable (valid observations).
The preceding tables show some of the statistical correlations gather­
ed from the four variables in the census tract study. In Table XIV, the 
mean Negro distribution was 7.877 percent; I43-629 percent was the mean 
of the 18 and under variable, while 8.973 was the average density percent­
age of persons by census blocks over 62 years of age. These three factors 
of the population lived in average (mean) valuation housing at $17,771-809. 
The kurtosis for each distribution indicates the spread of a freouency
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TABLE XIV
VALUE DETERMINANTS FOR CENSUS TRACTS:
101.01, 101.02, 10U, 105, & 106
Variable Negro (Percent)
Mean 7*887
Variance 107.55U
Range 65.000
Standard Error 1.2'il*
Kurtosis 13.966
Skewness 3 = 338
Minimum 1.000
Maximum 66.000
Standard Deviation 10.371
Valid Observations 73 
Missing Observations hh$
Variable 18 and under (Percent)
Mean 1*3.629
Variance lhQ.hh2
Range 70.000
Standard Error 0 = 555
Kurtosis 0.303 Valid Observations 1*82
Skewness - 0.515 Missing Observations 36
Minimum 5.000
Maximum 75=000
Standard Deviation 12.183
* -x- -X- *X* -X- -X~ -X- ->£■ \/ /V
Variable 62;and over (Percent)
Mean , 8.973
Variance 108.167
Standard. Error 0.573
Kurtosis 5*665 Valid Observations 329
Skewness 2.2UU Missing Observations 189
Minimum 1.000
Maximum 63.000
Range 62.000
Standard Deviation 10.1*00
■X- “X- ■Hr -X- *>£* -X* *>V "rC “X" "X*
Variable Average Value of Owner-Occupied Housing (Dollars) 
Mean 17771*809
(continued on page 102)
102
TABLE XIV Continued. from ige 101
Variance
Range 32200.000
Standard Error 285.585
Kurtosis I0OO2 Valid Observations 337
Skewness 0.781 Missing Observations 181
Minimum 6500oOOO
Maximum 38700.000
Standard Deviation 52U2.6U5
Creation data computed June 27* 1972 Source: 1970 Census of Housing
TABLE XV
COMPARISON of VALUE DETERMINANTS FOR THE FIVE CENSUS TRACTS
Determinants Census Tracts
Va r i ab 1 e Ne g r o 101.01 101.02 10k 105 ,106
Mean U.667 1.200 6.200 20.333 5.938
Variance 16o333 li3.221 39.883 I185.OOO 27.262
Range 8.000 23.000 27.000 65.000 13.000
Standard Error 2o333 i.kio 1.262 7.351 1.305
Kurtosis - 1.^00 O.hhl U.112 0.0l|0 - O.76O
Skewness 0.295 1.210 2.029 1.171 1.032
Minimum 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Maximum 9; 000 2li.000 28.000 66.000 ■lli. 000
Standard Deviation U.0U1 6.5714 6.311 22.023 5.221
Observations
Valid 3 20 25 9 16
Missing I4.I 10? 55 103 139
Variable. Under. .18 101.01 101.0? 1011 105 106
Mean h3.375 ill o3lU 52.697 56.897 Ii3.660
Variance 181,830 133e996 1U7o787 116.265 166.926
Range 61.000 70.000 53.000 55.000 69.000
Standard Error 2.132 1.066 1.395 1.052 1.088
Kurtosis - O0O58 " 0.6ll8 - O.I63 1.223 0.195
Skewness - 0.263 - 0.128 - O.578 - 0.958 - 0.578
Minimum 111 0 000 5.000 111.000 13.000 6.000
Maximum 75.000 75.000 67.000 68.000 75.000
Standard Deviation 13«I18I4 11.576 12.157 IO.783 12.920
(continued on page 103)
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TABLE XV Continued from page 102
Observations
Valid' 60 118 76 107 161
Missing ■ 6 9 6 5 16
Variable Over 62 101.01 101*02 106
ITOH 106
Mean 11.720 9.131 7.122 5.951 11.608
Variance 178.960 92.308 93«910 6l® 910 152.327
Standard Error 2.676 1.068 1.513 0.718 1.267
Kurtosis 3.680 3.721' 8.728 9.682 3.228
Skewness 1.999 1.868 2.757 2.771 1.786
. Minimum • 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Maximum 56.000 50.000 51.000 60.000 63.000
Standard Deviation 13.378 9.608 9.691 6.659 12.362
Observations
Valid 25 86 61 81 98
Missing 19 63 39 3.1 57
Variable Average
Value 101.01 101.02 106 105 106
Mean
Variance
Standard Error
Range
Kurtosis
Skewness
Minimum
Maximum
Std. Deviation
Qb s e rvations 
Valid
■ Missing
13319*230 20756.630 18300.000 16321.66k 17103*000
650.662
11300.000
1.217
0.163
8300.000
19600.000
2296.913
26
18
631.389 
25800*000 
1.239 
I.D4O 
12900.000 
38700.000 
5611.906
79
US
605*613 
23600.000 
" 0.339 
- 0.009 
6 0^0.000 
29900.000 
6252.895
h9
31
lj.88.699
22300.000
0.666
0.675
7700.000
30000.000
6652.226
83
29
532.956 
21900.000 
- 0.669 
0.502 
9100.000 
31000.000 
5329.563
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Creation data computed June 27* 1972. Source: 1970 Census of Housing
curve
nThe kurtosis of a normally distributed curve should be 3.
If the value exceeds 3 the distribution is less peaked than 
the' normal curve and if it is less than three the distribu­
tion is more peaked”. (Cole and King, 113)
The kurtosis of the distribution of Negroes was 13.966, showing that the
distributional curve is less than normal. The percentage of the population
18 and under had a kurtosis value of 0.303, a very peaked curve. The over
ioU
62- variable is closest to the norm of the three, but is less peaked than 
normal with a kurtosis value of 5*665. The fourth variable, the average 
value of owner-occupied single-family housings showed a kurtosis value of
1.002. This value showed the average value of housing tended toward the 
higher value of housing in the study area.
Another measure of the above distributions is skewness. Skewness is 
a measure of the asymmetry of a curve to a normal curve.
"When -the median is greater than the mean the skewness 
is negative. In a. negatively skewed distribution the tail
extends further to the small values. The reverse also ap­
plies as a positively skewed distribution has a higher mean 
than median and a tail at the large value end". (Cole and 
King, 113)
Therefore, a skewness value of "0" would show a perfect normal curve. The 
skewness value for the percentage of Negroes in Table XIV, was 3*338* 
showing a distribution in the higher value ranges. The 18 and under age 
group variable had a skewness factor of - 0.515* showing a tail extending 
into the smaller values. The third variable studied, the percentage of the 
total population 62 and more years of age, had a skewness factor of 2.266.
The final variable, the average value of housing in the study area showed
a skewness factor of O.78I, showing a skewness close to normal, but with 
values tending toward more expensive homes. The other computed factors 
of Table XIV and Table XV are self explanatory. Table XV, shows the same 
factors that wTere shown in Table XIV, but the five census tracts were com­
pared in an attempt to contrast the differences within the study area.
The computations of Tables XIV and XV were not normalized. Two normaliza­
tion processes were attempted by using the square root and the log 10 
measures, but the results tended to show .no real differences between the 
normalized and the "straight" or unnormalized correlations.
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. The final correlation made was the Pearson Correlation Coefficients. 
The three variables included the percentage of the total population Negro* 
18 and under* and 62 and over groups. These variables were correlated to 
the average valuation of single-family housing in the study area. All 
five census tracts: 101.01* 101.02* 10U* 1055 and 106* were grouped to­
gether to give the following results;
\
Pearson Coefficients Significance
Average value compared with
variable Negro (N-62) - 0.1903 .069
Average value compared with
variable 18 and under (N=336) 0.2838 .001
Average value compared with
variable 62, and over (N=25l) “ 0.2631 .001
The breakdown of the individual census tracts shows the following Pearson
Correlation Coefficients. (PCC - Pearson Correlation Coefficients)
Average value compared 101*01 101o02 ' 10ii 105 106
with variableu PCC -0.1903 f0^>9kS] -0.5080 -O.387U -0.3579
Negro N= 62 3^ 17 N= 22 ‘ N= lit
Significance .297 o100 .008 .225 .IOI4.
Average value compared
with variable 18 PCC O0ii322 O.236U 0oi;938 0.5017 0.2786
and under N= 25 N= 79 N= k9 N- 83 N=100
Significance *015 .018 .001 .001 .003
Average value compared
with variable. 62 PCC -0*2756 -0*3009 -0.18U2 -0.5061 -0.2391
and over N= 17 N= 6U' N= 31 N= 70 N= 69
Significance .11*2 .008 .161 .001 .02li
The results of the Pearson Correlation Coefficients show that the
majority of the relationships between the three variables to the average
valuation of single-family owner-occupied housing is nearly perfect. ”A
perfect relationship is indicated when the significance level is zero* and
imperfect when the relationship has a value of one” (Gildersleeve* 1971).
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The correlation showing the highest level of imperfectness is the variable 
pair average value to the total Negro population percentage. The highest 
value computed was *297 in Census Tract 101.01, and the next highest value 
in the same variable pair occured in Census Tract 105 with a value of .225. 
The majority of the other variable pairs show a near perfect significance 
level.
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FUTURE TRENDS OF SARPY COUNTY TO 1990
In the foregoing discussion was focused on a study of building permit 
records from I960 through 1971, and a detailed study of the four variables 
in a census block study for the 1970 Census of Population and Housing.
The following discussion will attempt to project the next seventeen years 
of the continued growth and development of Sarpy County, Nebraska. This 
anticipated growth will materialize, provided that the Omaha Metropolitan 
Area and its region, especially the Sarpy County Urbanized Area, are able 
to capitalize on their principal resources in attracting investment and 
potential industries, and further provided that the region and area suffer 
none of the privations of war or major catastrophe.
One method of presenting this anticipated growth is to look at some 
of the population projections for the study area. There are two such pro­
jections that have been undertaken. The first, by John P. Zipay and Keith 
D. Maw, Population Estimates for Dakota. Douglas and Sarov. and Lancaster 
Counties. Nebraska; 1980 and 1990. 1971, Center for Urban Affairs, UNO,
is possibly the best projection for this projection. The Zipay-Maw pro­
jection makes use of the cohort survival method of estimating future pop­
ulation on the anticipated survival of persons in five year age groups.
The other population projection was made by MAPA (Metropolitan Area Plan­
ning Agency), which made use of an interpolated straight line projection 
to the year 2000* Table XVI, page 108, shows the anticipated values of 
each projection. These figures are based in part on the 1970 Census of 
Population and/or estimates of the 1970 population. Figure ItO, page 109, 
gives a visual demonstration comparing the two projections. The known
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TABLE XVI
POPULATION PROJECTIONS 1970 - 2000: - SARPY COUNTY
MAPA PROJECTIONS
Year Low Medium High
1970 66,200# 66,200* 66,200*
1975. 78,2d)4 83,265 85,091
1980 92,917 103,653 107,085
1985 109,127 126,653 131,233
1990 126,27U 151,374 157,634
1995 1146,297 179,219 186,498
2000 167,676 210,115 218,056
#1970 Census of Population 
Source: MAPA Projections, July 19, 1971
-X- ~/ir -X- -X- -X- -X- -X- ->(■ ->c “X* X*
ZIPAY - MAW PROJECTION 
Total Countv Urbanized Area"
1970 66,200 1970 53>769
1980 11U,1U3 1980 97>021
1990 177*516 1990 135>378
"Census defination
Source: Zipay, John P0, and Keith De Maw, Population Estimates, for
Dakota, jQoixglas. and Sarpy, Lancaa&sx QmMlos.- £xq- 
jaoM nns. lo ia ls . £nx County, Urbanized Areas., and In -  
corporated Places. I960 and 1 9 9 0 August 7, 1971, 
Center for Urban Affairs, University of Nebraska at 
Omaha, Omaha, Nebraska,
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240,000'
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
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MEDIUM220,000’
200,000’
190,000’
160,000’
170,000’ LOW
160,000-
150,000
140,000’
130,000
120,000-
110,000
100,000-
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80,000’
MAPA PROJECTIONS70,000
60,000<
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CUA PROJECTION50,000'
40,000-
30,000<
20.000-
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Figure 40
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population of Sarpy County is given from 1950 to 1970. It is interesting 
to note that the Zipay-Maw projection is higher in every time period than 
is the MAPA Projection. Unfortunately, the Zipay-Maw Projection doesn’t 
extend to the year 2000, so it is only possible to compare the two pro­
jections to 1990. The Zipay-Maw Projection estimates 19^8U2 more people 
will live in the county in 1990 than does the MAPA high projection, line*
In 1980, the population of Sarpy County will vary, according to the 
projections, from 92,917 in the lowest projection by MAPA, to lll*,lli3 
persons by the Zipay-Maw Projection. Assuming that there is an average 
of 3.95 persons per household, the 1970 Census average density, there 
should be, in 1980, a range in housing of between 23,523*29 and 28,896.96 
housing units. Since there were 16,810 housing units in 1970 (including 
single-family, duplex, and apartment units), there should be from 6,713 
to 12,086 new housing units constructed between 1970 and 1980.
If it is also assumed that the same 1970 housing density population 
will exist in 1990, (3*95 persons per household), then the number of 
housing units, again including all types of housing will vary from 31s968 
to Ui,91*0.75 total units. These figures were found by dividing 3.95 into 
the lowest projections of future population by MAPA., and into the highest 
projection by Zipay-Maw, to find the number of housing units needed to 
house the projected population. Therefore, the number of all housing units 
should increase froni the 1970 figure of 16,810, to range between 15,178 
and 28,7o2 additional new housing units by 1990. Assuming the number of 
units in 1980 is correctly estimated, there should be an increase from 
8,1*1*5 and 16,01*1* over the expected 1980 number of total housing units.
Assuming that the factors that have been associated in the location
Ill
(site) of new homes continue through 1990, the spatial distribution of 
residential housing should appear in a similar pattern to those of 1972. 
Since the development of new housing is directly correlated to the exis­
tence of paved streets and highways, it is expected that new housing will 
be built along existing paved streets or extensions of these streets, or 
along newly built paved streets. From interviews and general discussion 
with individuals of the Permits and Inspections Departments of the three 
communities in the study area, and from the author’s observations through 
field work, the following projections of growth have been made. The city 
of Bellevue can only expand to the west across U.S. route 73 and with
some limited extension northeast to Fontenelle Forest. This northeastward 
extension has been evident since the late 1960’s in the Fontenelle Hills 
development.. Extension of Bellevue into built-up areas south of the Sarpy- 
Douglas County line to Chandler Road is not foreseen due to the low valua­
tion of housing and the indebtedness of the area’s sewer and other govern­
mental districts. ' .
La Vista, the newest of the communities as of mid-1972, shows signs 
of expansion westward. Development now extends to 90th Street and should 
extend to the Union Pacific railroad tracts by 1990. La Vista’s southern 
limit is Giles Road by agreement with Papillion in 1971* As such, La Vista 
can only be one mile x^ ide. Eastward expansion is not foreseen, because of 
the odor problems of the sewage treatment plant at 60th and Harrison Streets, 
and a small feed lot at the eastern city limits on Harrison. Street.
Papillion, like La Vista, shares Giles Road as the city’s northernmost 
limit. Development will probably extend along both sides of 8Uth or Wash­
ington Street (the same street) to Giles Road by 19900 The major expansion
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of Papillion should be along and either side of State route 370* New. 
housing developments are already planned along this route to the west and 
east of the city and some growth is anticipated to the south of 370. The 
major extension will be to\-jard the east along 370 to Hilltop Estates 
(60th and 370). There has been some talk (Omaha World Hearld* August* 1972) 
of the incorporation of a new community north of Capehart and west of Belle­
vue. The Golden Hills development extends from 30th -to UOth Streets south 
of 370 and is just outside Bellevue's two-mile zoning limit jurisdictions,
If this development becomes a new city* it will aid the development along 
route 370. It can be expected by 1990* probably by 1980* that State route 
370 will be lined with housing developments and their associated commerical 
structures.
The "South Omaha" area will probably remain unincorporated through 1990, 
due to low valuation of existing housing.and high indebtedness. There 
should be a gradual filling-in process east of the Big Papillion Creek to 
the Union Pacific tracts to the south. Areas not expected to show urban 
development include a strip a mile to a mile-and-a-half wide down the Big 
Papillion and the Papillion Creeks. If this open sewer and the feed lots 
associated with this creek are cleaned up and the feed lots abandoned, and 
flood control dams are constructed, this area could be developed. It is* 
however, unlikely that these two creeks will be cleaned up and also unlikely 
that flood control dams will be built in the next seventeen years. Therefore* 
the spatial distribution of urban land uses including residential* commerical, 
and industrial will cover the majority of the Sarpy County Urbanized Area 
with strips of agricultural and waste areas along the two creeks. There 
should be a number of isolated farmsteads located in the study area* the
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majority of which are located at least one mile from either-of the four
arterial highways that serve the area* Capehart and Offutt AFB are not
expected to grow in land area or in population during the next seventeen
years*' It is also unlikely that the Nebraska state law. will be changed
to allow the city of Omaha to annex any part of the study area. If the
law were changed, possibly all four communities would become part of Omaha,
such as in the recent annexation of Millard, with the possible exception
of Papillion, the county seat. Pollution of the environment will increase 
\
with the addition of the expected population, its cars, factories, and 
garbage* More and more money will have to be spent to provide services 
to the new homes. More and higher taxes will have to be assessed to pay 
for the new schools that will have to be built. And finally, Sarpy County 
must spend more money In an attempt to improve its archaic streets and 
county farm-to-market highways. Without this effort in highway and street 
improvements, Sarpy County's future growth is in question.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The problems of the growth in single-family housing In the Sarpy 
County study area are typical of those In other metropolitan areas across 
the United States. With the ever-increasing concentration of urban pop­
ulation, cities will continue to expand. The Omaha SMSA is only one ex­
ample in the United States showing the effects of the rural-urban migra­
tion, and the need for new residences to house the increasing population. 
This factor has been of primary reason for the area's growth through time. 
The trend, of the expansion of single-family housing units into rural areas 
surrounding Omaha will continue through 1990, and after. The number of 
new housing units and their spatial distribution surrounding the city is
11U
based on the need of new homes primarily by young families, and a general 
fear of older neighborhoods and older homes. Generally, older houses do 
not include the modern luxuries, such as dishwashers, two car attached 
garages, or all electric kitchens, etc. A young family would rather buy 
a new house with its included conveniences than buy in an older neighbor­
hood with its possible poor schools® Another factor that influences the 
purchase of new homes is the resale value of the house. New housing units 
generally have a quicker turnover than does older housing in an established 
neighborhood.
Factors that have affected the growth in the number of single-family 
housing units in the Sarpy County Urbanized Area include: access to paved 
streets or highways; closeness to places of employment in either Omaha or 
in the communities of Sarpy County, nearness to recreation and services 
providdd by Onaha; and a general increase in the cost of new housing units 
through time; and distance from established developments.
Basically there have been two different kinds of developments in the 
study area since I960. The first is the tract development, and the second 
the individual development. A tract development is a housing development 
where a large.number of housing units are built at one time. A typical 
tract development might include the building of ten or more homes within 
one block or one area. The individual housing development typically in­
cludes only one home, but could include more, but under 10 units. The 
division at ten homes built within one calendar year was used to differ­
entiate between the two kinds of developments. The division at ten 
housing units is arbitary, and was made only to show the kinds of develop­
ers. In the study area the individual housing developer was the most com­
mon®
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As a.general rule, the cost of single-family housing units has in­
creased through the twelve-year period. The factors determining this in­
crease include: higher land (lot) price; higher lumber and labor costs;
and a general increase in the number of luxury and convenience items 
placed with the housing unit. As a result, this increased cost has to be 
passed on to the consumer. These three primary factors have led to the 
increased price of new single-family housing units. This trend toward 
higher priced homes will most likely continue as more luxury items are 
included within the housing unit; lumber and construction costs will most 
likely increase, and the price of a lot or site to build the home on will 
also continue to rise.
The most noticeable factor in the spatial distribution of housing 
units in the study area is the closeness of new developments to existing 
developments. Paved streets and highways appear to be the primary factor 
in determining this distribution. As this trend developed since I960, 
the land owner with a tract of land on a paved street or highway had a 
much better chance of selling his property to a potential developer than 
did a land owner located a mile from the nearest paved highway.
The single-family housing developments within the study area fall 
into three categories. The division of these three types is based on the 
amount for the building permit issued. The first class could include all 
housing units with a building permit issued for less than $10,000. An 
example of this type of housing development can be found in La Vista on 
Parkview Drive west of 72nd Street. These "cheap” housing units are 
typically four or five room buildings with no garage. There are over one 
hundred of these housing units in the study area. The second class of'
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housing could include those housing units with a building permit issued 
for from between $10 ,,000 and $IU,500. This class of housing included the 
typical•"ranch style" house-with three small bedrooms, a family room, and 
an attached one or two- car garage. The third class of housing units would 
include all building permits issued for single-family housing costing more 
than $1U,500. In this class the buyer would get a three or four bedroom 
"ranch style" home with a two-car garage on a larger lot than in the pre­
ceding two classes, and more luxury items and larger rooms. The division 
of single-family housing units into these three classes was arbitrary.
There appeared to be a natural breaking point between these classes in the 
building permit data studied.
The changes in the environment that have occurred In the study area 
in the twelve year period include more pollution, more congestion, more 
noise, and more people. The most visible change was the transformation of 
the area from a semi-rural area to an urban area. This change from crop­
land to streets, houses, and apartment structures has altered the land­
scape. This development and other urban growth factors have affected the 
environment not only in pollution associated with the growth, but in the 
number of people living on the landscape. Sewage treatment appears to be 
the major problem, in that, throughout the period studied, the Big Papil­
lion Creek and the Papillion Creek were open sewers. This problem is being 
rectified by the completion of an enclosed sewer system presently under 
construction along the Papio. However, this project will not be completed 
until 1975 <. thereby limiting the number and location of new single-family 
living units.
The twenty percent random sample of building permits to obtain the
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spatial location of new housing units is a useful method. The accuracy 
of using the twenty percent sample was shown by Figure 26, page 60. This 
accuracy in the built-up area justifies the method and shows its utility 
for other land-use problems. By comparing each year, the spatial location 
and the changing landscape are known. It is from this pattern that the 
growth and distribution of single-family housing within Sarpy County Urban­
ized Area are recognized.
The inclusion of the four variables in the census block study gives 
some indication of the make-up of the people living within the area. The 
percentage of the total population 18 years and under, o2 and over, and 
Negro, with the average valuation of owner-occupied housing indicates that 
there are varying concentrations. Within the confines of the study area, 
the majority of the population is 18 and under years of age. Only in a 
few census blocks were persons 62 and over in,the majority. The age group 
between 19 and 61, although not studied, made up the second most numerous 
group. The distribution of Negroes within the area shows that no concen­
tration exists. . The fourth and final category studied indicates that there 
is little, if any, correlation between any age group or racial group to 
the average valuation of housing units.
' The population and housing projections indicate that urban growth will 
continue through 1990, If this growth occurs, as indicated, the environ­
ment and landscape will continue to be altered. Whether this change is 
beneficial to the citizens of Sarpy County is debatable. The fact still 
remains that residential housing determines and will continue to determine 
the geographic landscape of Sarpy County, Nebraska.
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